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I. INTRODUCTION 
A. Overview 
Consider these pronouncements from some of America's top business writers and theorists: 
"For the first time in human history it really matters whether or not people learn....the most 
urgent learning and training must reach out to the adults. Thus, the focus of learning will 
shift from schools to employers. Every employing institution will have to become a teacher" 
(Drucker. 1992. pp. 335-336). 
"Other writers have emphasized the so-called new knowledge work, as though some jobs and 
some industries are knowledge-based and others aren't. But in 1997 and going forward, 
successful organizations will be those that recognize that all work is knowledge work" 
(Pfeffer, 1998. p. 299). 
"Today, capital is a global commodity. That leaves human resources. Whether a company or 
a countrv'. human resources is the competitive edge. That means our number one economic 
priority has to be education and training" (John Naisbitt, in Gordon. Morgan. & Ponticell. 
1994 p. 195). 
"In the long run. the only sustainable source of competitive advantage is your organization's 
ability to learn faster than its competition. No outside force can take the momentum of that 
advantage away from you" (Senge, Kleinter, Roberts, Ross, & Smith. 1994, p. 11). 
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Here is what some adult educators say about workplace education; 
"The need for lifelong learning is clearly evident in most people's jobs. The information that 
people need to perform effectively changes almost as quickly as it is produced" {Watkins & 
Marsick. 1993. p. 6). 
"How can the typical American business better educate more of its people to survive the 
relentless pressures of galloping technology, the demand for ever higher quality, and 
international competition? We answer with this formula. . . Employee 
Education=Competitiveness. . .. We remain very concerned that not enough small, midsize, 
or even large American companies include employee training and education as a serious part 
of their overall strategic business plan" (Gordon, Morgan. & Ponticell. p. xv). 
The terms "knowledge work" and "learning organization" are now a part of the American 
vernacular; hundreds of books and articles have been written describing what constitutes a 
learning organization and how a company can become one. In their survey of some of America's 
largest organizations. Huseman and Goodman (1999) found that 90 percent of company 
respondents were able to offer definitions of knowledge or learning organizations. While few 
considered their own companies to be worthy of the appellation, most respondents acknowledged 
the importance of workplace learning and believed that their companies are taking steps to 
bccome learning organizations. 
One critical measure of a learning organization is the employer's commitment to providing 
employee training and development. About a fourth of the respondents in Huseman and 
Goodman's survey (1999) believe that the employer in a knowledge organization is responsible 
for providing training opportunities and resources ( pp. 137-138). 
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This is not an onerous burden for an organization, since the average U.S. employer, 
particularly the average large employer, offers training to most its employees. In their survey of 
companies with annual revenues greater than $1 billion. Huseman and Goodman (1999) 
concluded that 72 percent of employees received training in an average year. The Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, in their 1995 survey of employees (U.S. Department of Labor. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics [BLS]. 1996) established that almost all employees receive training from their 
employers at some time during their employment. Ninety-six percent of employee participants 
reported receiving informal training provided by their current employer, while 84 percent 
reported receiving formal training. Lynch and Black (1998. p. 68). reporting the results of a 
survey administered by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, noted that 81 percent of responding 
organizations offered some type of formal training; 57 percent of these firms asserted that the 
amount of training had increased over the past two to three years. 
B. Benefits Employers Receive from Employee Training and Development 
Many studies tout the benefits employers receive from training and developing their 
employees. Benabou (1996). for example, relays the results of a survey of 50 selected Canadian 
firms. Eighty-eight percent of the surveyed organizations realized improvement in their business 
practices as a direct result of training, including better utilization of employees' time (in 46 
percent of the organizations after technical training): reduction in manufacturing and distribution 
costs (obser\'ed by 44 percent of the companies after quality training), and lower absenteeism and 
turnover. A majority of the companies (52 percent) achieved a training cost-to-benefit ratio in 
the range of 1.1 to 9.9. i.e., for every dollar invested in training, the organization received a 
benefit of S1. 10 to $9.90 (p. 95). 
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Koppelman. Olivero. and Hannon (1997) and Pfeffer (1998) predicted greater gains from 
workforce training. Koppelman et. al (1997) calculated a 430 percent annual retum-on-
investment from a training intervention in an urban hospital (p. 86). Pfeffer (1998) found that 
organizations that combined training with his other "seven practices of successful organizations" 
(p. 64) experienced productivity gains "on the order of 40 percent" (p. 32). 
Barron. Berger. and Black (1997b) determined that even newly hired workers can increase 
productivity as a result of training. They found that a 10 percent increase in training raised 
productivity two percent during the first three months of a worker's employment with the 
organization. 
Workplace training may aid in company survival. Welboume and Andrews (1996) found 
that companies that invested more in their employees, including training them, had a higher 
probability of surviving than did those that did not invest in employees. The authors examined 
the prospectuses of 136 companies that made their initial public offerings in 1988. in industries 
as varied as agriculture, banking, machinery, and retail trades. Companies with a high level of 
employee investment—by their own reports—had a higher probability of surviving for five years 
than those demonstrating a lesser commitment to their employees. 
Workplace education pays off for companies that downsize, even though the downsizing 
itself may not. A 1996 American Management survey ("The Revolving Door." 1996) found that 
two-thirds of the firms that offered training after laying off employees reported long-term gains 
in profits and productivity: three-fourths of such companies improved the quality of products or 
services. Among companies that downsized but did not offer workplace training, fewer than half 
reported similar gains. 
Overman (1999) reported that senior managers are aware of the benefits of a trained 
workforce and rated the shortage of skilled workers as the greatest challenge currently facing 
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U.S. businesses. The managers surveyed indicated that fully trained workforces could increase 
sales by as much as $353 million annually (p. 4). Twenty-five percent of the 300 executives 
sur% eyed believe that their staffs are not trained to meet current expectations. Managers ranked 
listening skills as the most important employee skill, with interpersonal skills at 78 percent and 
problem solving at 76 percent. 
C. Benefits Employees Receive from Employee Training and Development 
While much attention has focused on how employee training and development can benefit 
the organization, fewer studies have focused on whether and how workers benefit from 
cmplo\ er-sponsored training and development. Do workers benefit, and in what ways? 
Employer-provided training and development has been linked with employee job satisfaction 
and propensity to stay. Saks (1996) found that training was significantly related to employee job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and ability to deal with stress for new employees, with 
greater amounts of training resulting in higher positive correlations with these qualities. In 
addition, new employees receiving the most employer-provided training reported the least 
interest in quitting either the organization or the profession (in this case, accountancy) as well as 
the lowest levels of anxiety. 
Schaaf (1998) described the results of a Gallup Organization survey confirming the 
connection between workplace training and employees" organizational commitment. Eighty 
percent of the surveyed employees rated training as either "important" or "very important" in 
deciding whether to stay with their present employer and when considering a new job 
opportunity. In fact. 99 percent of the survey participants wanted more training, particularly 
more of the same kinds of training they already received (p. 60). 
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Receiving workplace training and development may produce more satisfied workers, but 
what about more tangible results? In particular, do workers benefit from employer-provided 
training in the form of higher wages and promotions? 
D. Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to extend previous research on the effect of employer-provided 
training and development on employee wages and promotions. Prior research detected a positive 
effect (Barron. Black. & Lowenstein. 1989: Brown. 1989; Lillard & Tan. 1986). The study also 
investigated differences in the amount or kinds of employer-provided training afforded male and 
female employees. If workplace education leads to higher wages and more promotions, the 
discovery of gender differences in training receipt or kind may offer some explanation for the 
gender wage gap. 
In addition, the study goes beyond previous research to examine the effect of "missed 
opportunities" on employee wages and promotions. Missed opportunities are defined herein as 
nonparticipation in employer-provided training, either because the employee was not allowed to 
participate or because the employee chose not to participate. Other researchers have not 
examined this issue. 
Three research questions are posited: 
Research Question 1: Is there a correlation between the training and development provided 
by an employer and increases in wages or promotions the employee has received? 
Research Question 2: Are there any difTerences in the amount or kinds of training and 
development received by male employees versus female employees? 
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Research Question 3: Do missed opportunities to participate in training and development 
activities affect employees" wages and promotions? 
E. Importance of the Study 
Why are these issues important? If workplace training and development affects an 
employee's wages and promotional opportunities, participation in these training events influences 
his or her immediate as well as long-term economic status. Participation also foreordains who 
will receive the promotions necessary to place employees in management ranks. If these 
relationships e.xist, employers and employees need to be aware that the training choices they 
make ultimately affect how employees live and who manages the company. 
This knowledge is useful to all employers but should be of particular interest to the many 
employers who profess to offer equal opportunity. Thirty-eight years after President 
Kennedy signed the Equal Pay Act. working women still have not reached wage parity with 
men. According to a joint report produced by the Institute for Women's Policy Research, a 
non-profit research group, and the AFL-CIO. the cumulative effects of the wage gap are 
substantial: "the average 25-year-oId working woman will lose S523.000 to unequal pay 
during her working life. And because we're paid less now. we have less to save for our 
futures and we'll earn smaller pensions than men. In 1994. women's private-pension 
benefits were less than half those of men—just $3,000 a year, compared with S7.800" 
(Institute for Women's Policy Research, 1999). The organizations' web pages offer female 
\'isitors the ability to calculate their own loss of wages by occupations and by state of 
residence. 
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In the first quarter of 2000, forecasts by the U.S. Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS) indicated that women working full-time made $.75 for every dollar earned by 
full-time male workers. The female-to-male earnings ratios were higher among blacks (85 
percent) and Hispanics (85 percent) than among whites (74 percent). The most disadvantaged 
worker is the Hispanic female: She earned 71 percent of what white females earned and 84 
percent of what black females earned (U.S. Department of Labor. BLS. 2000b). 
Women have not been able to eliminate the wage gap by attending college or by 
employment in the managerial or professional ranks. Among college graduates with 
advanced degrees (professional, master's, and above), the highest-eaming 10 percent of male 
workers earned S2.413 or more weekly, while their female counterparts earned $1,536 
weekly. The wage differential between women and men in managerial and professional 
occupations—women were paid 72 percent of what males earned in these occupations—was 
e\ en greater than between men and women employees overall (BLS. 2000b). Could an 
employer's aggressive efforts to provide training and development for all employees be key in 
offering real equal opportunity? 
Employers have a vested interest in understanding the outcomes of workplace education. 
Employer expenditures for employee training and development are considerable. Noe (1999) 
estimated that United States employers spent almost $59 billion on formal training in 1997. If 
employee training leads to higher wages and more promotions, employers may find it useful to 
compare these escalating costs against predicted increases in productivity and profit. 
Finally, employees have a stake in understanding the consequences of participation in 
training and development. The present study will not only investigate the question of "What's in 
it for me?", it may also prompt the question "Why not me?" 
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F. Definitions 
I. Training and Development Defined 
Noe (1999) defined training as the "planned effort by a company to facilitate employee 
learning of job-related competencies. These competencies include knowledge, skills, and 
abilities or behaviors that are critical for successful job performance" (pp. 3-4). Orientation, 
apprenticeships, safety and health training, basic skills classes, computer training, and 
wilderness/outdoors adventures are examples of formal training. Development is the "formal 
education, job experiences, relationships, and assessments of personality and abilities that help 
employees prepare for the future" (Noe. 1999. p. 218). Thus, according to these definitions, the 
focus of training is on the employee's current job; the focus of development is on future jobs. 
Distinctions between training offerings and development offerings are rarely clear; many 
workplace educational programs are designed to enhance current skills as well as prepare 
employees for the future (e.g.. communication skills workshops, teamwork classes, etc.). In 
addition, few organizations make this differentiation in their administrative records. In this 
study, no distinction will be made between training activities and development activities. The 
term "workplace education" will be used interchangeably with "training and development." 
2. Formal and Informal Training 
Training may be carefully structured, planned, and delivered; it can also be unstructured and 
spontaneous. If planned in advance and composed of organized activities, the training is formal. 
Examples of formal training include participation in classes, seminars, computer-based training. 
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and watching videos. Informal training is unstructured and unplanned, e.g.. impromptu 
demonstrations of equipment operation by a co-worker or supervisor, observing other employees 
while they complete tasks, etc. In this study, both formal and informal training were 
investigated. 
Almost all employees receive some type of informal training and many receive formal 
training. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (1996) asked employees of companies with 50 or more 
workers about the training provided by their employers during the period May-October 1995. 
During this six-month period, employees indicated receipt of an average of 44.5 hours of 
training, of which 70 percent was informal. Almost 12 hours were spent learning computer 
procedures, programming and software, the single largest kind of training indicated. Most of the 
computer training. 60 percent, was offered informally. 
Barron. Berger. and Black (1997a) found that informal training was particularly useful for 
new workers, in their study of workplace training, they determined that formal training 
accounted for less than one-seventh the amount of informal training received by workers in their 
first three months of employment. 
3. Measurement of Training and Development 
Most studies about workplace education have used data collected through some method 
of self-report, particularly through the use of survey instruments or interviews. These studies 
are dependent on the participants' memories of past events, as well as the subjects' 
understanding of terminology. Training measurement is, therefore, imprecise and subject to 
error. 
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Researchers have, in particular, questioned the accuracy of informal training 
measurement. The problem is compounded, to some extent, because many researchers 
have relied on the same data sets to conduct their analyses. Data from the National 
Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY). for example, are used in many studies. The NLSY 
is a rich source of information: 10.000 young men and women have been inter\*iewed ever\-
\ ear since 1979 on a number of topics, including employment. However, as noted by 
Barron. Berger and Black (1997a). the NLSY did not gather information about informal 
training until 1993. Thus, pre-1993 data about informal training are not available. 
Lowenstein and Spletzer (1998) believe that two other popular sur\'eys. the Current 
Population Survey (CPS) and the National Longitudinal Survey of the High School Class of 
1972 (NLS-72). are missing most informal training data. They suggested that the wording 
of the informal training questions in these surveys and the lack of definitions may account 
for the low incidence of informal training reported (i.e.. 16 percent in the CPS and almost 
20 percent in the NLS-72). Lowenstein and Spletzer pointed to the results of the 
Employment Opportunity Pilot Project (EOPP). in which employers reported that 96 
percent of new employees received informal training within the first three months of 
employment. Employers were asked specific questions, the authors suggested, about types 
of formal and informal training. Lowenstein and Spletzer said. "Indeed, because it is hard to 
imagine a job that does not have some informal training, especially at the start of the job. 
the EOPP incidence of 96 percent appears quite reasonable" (p. 11). 
Barron, Berger. and Black (1997a) attempted to circumvent some of the measurement 
problems by designing a matched survey of employers and employees. The purpose of the 
survey was to identify differences in training perception. They found that employers reported 
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almost 25 percent more total training than do workers. They also found that, while the 
differences between measures was statistically significant for informal training but not for formal 
training, employers "report 28.9% more formal training and "only" 19.3% more informal training. 
Thus, this experiment does not offer much evidence for the hypothesis that informal training is 
more difficult to measure than formal training" (p. 519). 
Krueger and Rouse (1998) also detected significant measurement error in their comparison of 
training as reported by workers versus companies' administrative data. Interestingly, among the 
manufacturing and service employees they surveyed, the most common error uncovered was that 
workers who did not receive training—at least, as reported in administrative records—reported 
that they did. 
The difficulties of obtaining accurate training measurements, both in this study and in the 
studies recounted in the following literature review section, remain a limitation. 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
A. Studies of the Effects of Training and Development on Wage or Career Advancement 
Previous researchers who studied the relationship between the amount of training and 
development received and wage or career advancement detected significant, positive correlations, 
(e.g.. Barron, Black. & Lowenstein, 1989; Brown. 1989; Lillard & Tan. 1986). More recent 
studies appear to confirm this positive connection and extend it to workers of various income 
groups and occupational categories, Schiller (1994). for example, found that although entrants to 
the job market eaming minimum wage received less training than employees in non-minimum 
wage jobs, they did receive training, particularly on-the-job training. Since these workers did not 
stay at minimum wage for long (Schiller established that one in three earned more than minimum 
u age within one year of market entrance and 60 percent earned more than minimum wage within 
tw o \ ears). training may be a key determinant of wage growth. 
The 1995 BLS sur\'ey of the amount of formal and informal training received by 
employees found that 62 percent of workers in the bottom wage quartile received formal 
training over a 12-month period, compared with 84 percent of workers in the top quartile. 
During the six-month survey period, low earners received four hours of formal training while 
those in the top quartile participated in 23 hours. (There are not significant differences in the 
amount of informal training received by the worker groups, however.) Later, Neal (1998) 
confimied that workers in high-wage occupations receive much more formal training than 
workers in low-wage jobs. 
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Pergamit and Veum (1995) examined the determinants and consequences of promotion. 
They found that training was a significant factor in promotion: For the 24 percent of surveyed 
employees who reported receiving a promotion during the two-year study period, the receipt of 
company training was important. Most promoted employees remained in the same job and 
continued to perform basically the same duties as before (30.5 percent) or had their position 
upgraded (26.45 percent). 
Promotions lead to further promotions. Pergamit and Veum (1995) determined that 
promoted employees are almost 18 percent more likely than other employees to be promoted 
again. Since employees in higher-wage occupations receive more training than employees in 
lower-wage jobs, promotions also prompt greater training receipt. Thus, once workers achieve 
advancement and wage growth, the receipt of training keeps them there, at a minimum, or 
provides future opportunities. Company-provided training also helps an employee keep his or 
her job: the authors found that training is negatively associated with layoffs. 
Pergamit and Veum (1995) established that most promotions include wage gains, with more 
than 89 percent of those promoted reporting increased wages. The wage gain amounted to about 
eight percent between consecutive years; it increased to 12 percent si.\ years after the promotion 
(p. 24). Thus, a promotion was an even more important determinant of future wage growth than 
current wage growlh. 
Bassi (1995) pointed out the benefits of employment with an organization that offers 
employee training and development. She studied the workplace education programs at 
manufacturing companies and at non-manufacturing organizations. (Interestingly, she found 
only 7.6 percent of manufacturing firms and only 5.7 percent of non-manufacturing firms had a 
workplace education program.) Bassi concluded that manufacturing organizations with 
workplace education programs paid higher wages and were more likely to offer benefits than 
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those without training programs. Non-manufacturing companies with education programs, on the 
other hand, were less likely to have significant differences in wages and benefit programs than 
were non-manufacturing organizations not offering training. However, non-manufacturing 
companies with workplace education programs are more likely to promote from within and report 
that turnover is less troublesome. 
Bassi (1995) uncovered a connection between employee retention and advancement and the 
length of time an employer has a workplace education program in place, i.e.. companies that had 
training programs for more than two years reported significantly greater worker retention and 
advancement than companies that had a training program in place for a shorter time. However, 
even the firms with newer programs reported some improvement in worker retention and 
advancement—just the opposite of what some companies fear if they offer training. Bassi was 
particularly interested in job reorganization and argued that an organization will not receive the 
full benefits of training unless the jobs to which employees return also change. 
Bartel (1995) and Krueger and Rouse (1998) examined company administrative data to 
research the effect of training and development on wage growth and promotion. Bartel 
investigated the personnel records of professional employees in a large manufacturing company. 
She found that the overall incidence and amount of training had a significant, positive effect on 
wage growth, even after eliminating for selection bias in training assignment. The receipt of 
training also appeared to be connected to performance ratings: Individuals who received training 
during the period studied were significantly more likely to have received increases in their 
performance rating both before and after the training. The type of training received by these 
professional employees did not appear to matter; Bartel found that each type of training led to 
wage growth. Bartel found a distinction between training and development events: in the 
organization studied, the lower an employee's salary compared with others in an occupation, the 
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more likely he or she was to receive employee development in the following 12 months. 
Employees with higher salaries, meanwhile, were more likely to receive core and technical 
training in the following 12 months. 
Krueger and Rouse (1998) considered the impact of workplace education on low-skilled, 
hourly workers in two midsize companies—one a manufacturing company, the other a service 
industrv'. Workers received the "same" training in both companies: The program was designed 
and administered by a community college under a U.S. Department of Education grant, delivered 
in five 8 to 12-week sessions and conducted at the job sites. The training program had no 
significant effect on the wages of training participants versus non-participants at the service 
company, though participants were more likely to be nominated for or win performance awards 
than non-participants. Trainees at the manufacturing company, however, experienced larger than 
average wage growth compared to non-trainees. Trainees at the manufacturing company also 
were significantly more likely to bid on. or request, other jobs than non-trainees and were more 
likely to receive job changes. Training participants at both companies were less likely to be laid 
off or discharged. 
Veum (1995) found that participation in company-provided training and seminars outside 
work is positively related to wages. Both men and women benefit from seminars, but only 
women significantly improved wages because of company-provided training. Veum determined 
that the incidence of training, not duration, affected wages: Duration had no effect. He found 
many factors resulted in positive wage growth for employees, including tenure, union 
membership, and employment by a large organization. 
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B. Gender Differences in the Amount and Types of Company-provided Training 
Company-provided training appears to be positively related to wage increases and 
promotions. Therefore, it follows, to lessen or eliminate the gender wage gap. women will need 
to receive at least as much employer-provided training as men—and possibly more. Do women 
have the same training and development opportunities as men? 
Most of the studies described in this section indicate that, in fact, women participate in fewer 
workplace education events. The reasons for this disparity are unclear, in spite of much 
theorizing by investigators. Some analysts suggest gender discrimination by employers, cither 
overtly or because they view women as having less attachment to the labor force. Human capital 
lheor\' postulates that employers will invest the most resources in employees from whom they 
can expect the most return. Because women are expected to devote more of their adult lives to 
caring for children and their homes, employers anticipate less labor force commitment from 
them. Hence, according to this theory, men naturally receive more company-provided training. 
Tomaskovic-Dewey (1993) argued against this supply-side explanation of gender inequities. 
It is the jobs themselves, he believes, that are segregated by sex and by race, and this segregation 
excludes women and black men from participation in those perquisites, including training, that 
lead to the best jobs. Tomaskovic-Dewey investigated company training provided men and 
women at every education level. At each stage, from employees with a grade-school education to 
those with doctorates, he uncovered gender and racial disparity. White males with a high school 
education received more than 60 weeks of training, while black males received less than 30 
weeks. White females with a high school education, however, received only about 25 weeks of 
company-provided training and black females received only about 18 weeks. Black females 
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were strikingly disadvantaged at every level; Even when they possessed doctorate degrees, black 
females received no more training than white males with a high school education. 
Barron. Berger. and Black (1997b) also found gender and racial job inequities in the receipt 
of workplace education. While they found that men and women received substantially the same 
amount of training during the first three months of employment, there were significant gender 
and racial differences in the time necessary for employees to be fully trained and qualified for the 
job they held. They determined that blacks were in jobs that required nine weeks to be fully 
trained, while nonblack men filled jobs that required 35 weeks to reach that stage. Nonblack 
women filled jobs that required only 17 weeks to be qualified. 
In an earlier study. Barron. Black, and Lowenstein (1993) found that training intensity, i.e.. 
training compared to hours worked, is similar for men and women during the first three months 
of employment. Thereafter, however, for workers without any previous experience, the duration 
of training is more than twice as great in positions filled by men than by women. Barron et al. 
(1993) discovered that women fill positions in which less on-the-job training is offered. The 
authors suggested that, in combination with the lower value placed on women's prior work 
experience, fewer opportunities to participate in training may explain about 45 percent of the 
post-training wage premium for men. Further, they contradict the notion that women have lower 
attachments to the labor force: The authors found, in fact, that the quit rate of men was no lower 
than the quit rate for women, adjusted for wage and occupation differences. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics researchers did not corroborate the gender disparity in training 
duration. In their 1995 study. Bureau investigators found that men and women received 
approximately the same number of training hours from their employers. It is worth noting, 
however, that the single largest type of training employees received was computer training. 
Constantine and Neumark (1996) found that higher wages are associated with computer u^ but 
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not computer training. Therefore, the simple receipt of this type of training may do little to 
eliminate the gender wage gap. 
Royalty (1996) examined turnover as a predictor of training receipt. According to human 
capital theor\'. an employer is more likely to invest in those employees with the most potential of 
remaining with the employer. If women leave the job market or specific jobs more frequently 
than men, women should expect less employer investment, including training. Royalty (1996) 
found that turnover is significantly related to training, but that women's shorter labor market 
participation explained only about a fourth of the propensity of men to receive company training: 
"There remains, however, some advantage to men in the receipt of company training that is not 
explained by observable variables" (p. 518). 
Reed and Se.xton (1996) specifically looked at training and training-related variables to 
explain the gender wage gap. They found that having prior training increased the chances of 
acquiring new training. They also found that workers with previous training have larger 
cumulative wage gains during current training. Since women have less prior training, they 
suggest, the gender wage gap can be explained by the human capital model (i.e.. as training 
increases, wages increase). 
Reed and Sexton (1996) proposed that as older women leave the workforce, the gender wage 
differential will shrink. In fact, they found that the wage differential shrunk significantly when 
the\' restricted their analyses to younger workers. (The wage gap shrunk even more when the 
sample was restricted to younger workers with no children.) 
Pergamit and Veum (1995) found that training was a significant determinant of promotion for 
women; it was not a significant determinant for men. Since the authors discovered that women 
are about four percent less likely to receive a promotion than men. workplace training appears 
essential in eliminating or limiting the gender wage gap. Company training also strengthens 
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organization attachment: Pergamit and Veum (1995) found that workplace training is 
significantly associated with job retention of all kinds, though it is a more significant determinant 
of retention for men than for women. This is congruent with their other findings: If training 
leads to promotion and promotion leads to more training, and if more men are promoted than 
w omen, it is reasonable that male employees will be more attached to the organization than 
female employees. 
Veum (1996) found little variation across gender or race in the likelihood of receiving 
training, in participation in multiple training events, or in hours of training received. Women, 
however, received more training per hour worked than males. "Higher intensity" (p. 33) of 
training, i.e.. more training per hour worked, is a component of part-time and entry level jobs: 
women are more likely to be employed in these jobs (average hours worked during the study 
period were I 1.261 for white males: 9.327 for black males: 7.640 for white females and: 7.799 
for black females). Veum believes that "examining training in isolation provides a misleading 
indicator of discrimination" (p. 43) because he found training intensity negatively correlated with 
work experience and nonwage benefits. 
Tam (1997) tried to determine if occupational sex composition is the result of the devaluation 
of women's work or of the specialized human capital hypothesis (i.e.. the wage penalty is the 
result of different training requirements for certain work, which may be specific to occupation, 
industry , or firm). He found no wage discrimination against female occupations but found that 
women are more often in occupations requiring less prior training time than men. This does not 
contradict the view, he said, that there is systematic gender discrimination in the allocation of 
workers across occupations and jobs. 
Based on their analysis of NLSY data. Knoke and Ishio (1998) concluded that training 
disadvantages for female employees are "robust and readily susceptible to explanation by 
21 
conventional theories" (p. 142). Women continue to be confined to low-skilled, culturally 
devalued jobs where less company-provided training is performed. In contrast, men are more 
often employed in highly technical work sectors, where more training is provided. Knoke and 
Ishio (1998) uncovered substantial differences in the rates of entry into training by gender and. 
w hen they controlled for various hypothetical factors (e.g., differences of male and female 
placement in labor force industries and differences in hours worked [women are more likely to be 
part-time workers]), they found that the gender gap was actually much wider than previously 
perceived. "Our principal conclusion is that the gender gap in company job training remains far 
more robust, tenacious, and resistant to explanation than previous researchers had indicated" (p. 
1 6 1 ) .  
Grossbcrg and Sicilian (1999) were interested in the relationships between minimum wage 
and wage grov\ih: they studied receipt of on-the-job training to determine if workers pay for the 
imposition of the minimum wage with a reduction in training opportunities. They found that 
workplace training is a significant determinant of wage growth for men: Every 10 percent 
increase in training intensity results in a 1.27 percent increase in wage growth (p. 544). 
However, they found no evidence that training significantly affects women's wages (p. 544). 
Another potential explanation for gender disparity is that women choose not to participate in 
the same type of training as men or attend training as frequently as men. It is plausible that, 
because previous training did not result in any positive benefits, women decide not to participate 
in additional training opportunities. The results of roundtable discussions conducted by the 
Department of Labor's Women's Bureau (1993) belie this hypothesis. More than 500 midlife 
(ages 35-54) women around the country discussed their working experiences. These women 
believe that training and development are essential; they point, however, to a lack of information 
about training opportunities "as well as the support services to make training feasible" (p. ii) as 
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barriers in employment. They believe that women are victims of discrimination and that men 
receive greater pay increases than women for on-the-job training. Age contributes an additional 
hurdle for midlife women: In addition to competing with younger persons for employment 
opportunities, they often report to younger supervisors who may skip over them when training 
opportunities are available. 
C. Missed Opportunities to Participate in Training and Development 
Surveys of employee attitudes indicate that employees value training. Appendi.x A lists 
benefits employees believe they received after completing formal training (U.S. Department of 
Labor. 1996). The largest percentage of employees cited "learned a valuable skill that improved 
job performance" as the most important training benefit. Fourteen percent said they received a 
promotion after training was completed; 19 percent received a higher rate of pay or bonus. Forty 
percent stated that training was necessary for future advancement. Less than one percent (0.8 
percent) thought training provided no benefit. 
Jacobs. Lukens. and Useem (1996) found that employees rated training as more important 
than their employers. Analyzing National Organizations Survey respondents" answers to the 
question. "Apart from formal education, how important is formal training as a factor in 
employees" promotion chances?" (p. 165). they found that almost half of the employees rated 
training as very important. Another 25.5 percent of the employees rated training as somewhat 
important. Only 14 percent appraised formal training as unimportant. In contrast, only 17 
pcrcent of employers rated formal training as very important. Thirty-seven percent of the 
employers believe that training is "somewhat important" and almost 33 percent find it "not very 
important"" (p. 166), 
Schaaf {1998) reported that few workers are able to decide whether they will receive training. 
Respondents in the Gallup Organization survey indicated that less than 10 percent of the 
decisions to train were made by the worker. Typically, a supervisor, manager, or executive 
determines who will participate in training. 
Only one study was found that investigated the reasons employees do not participate in 
training. Oosterbeek (1998) analyzed data collected during the 1995 International Adult Literacy 
Survey in the Netherlands. The purpose of the survey was to gain information about the literacy 
and numerical skills of the Dutch. Participants were asked if they had attended training in the 
last 12 months and. if so. whether the training related to their career. They also were asked if 
lhe\ had wanted to participate in work or career training but had not done so. Oosterbeek 
reported that of the 1.970 employed respondents, a third had received training. 15 percent wanted 
to receive training but had not done so. and 52 percent had neither received nor wanted training 
(p. 271). 
These results, as reported by Oosterbeek (1998), are remarkably different than those found in 
other studies of employee attitudes toward training. A closer look at the reasons employees gave 
for not participating in training reveals that much of the training is not provided by employers. 
Of the 299 respondents who indicated that they wanted to participate in training but did not do 
so. 96 cited lack of time. 53 said the training was too e.xpensive. 39 reported being too busy at 
work. 32 said the training was not offered or was offered during inconvenient times. 27 cited 
personal reasons. 19 named lack of support from the employer, and 33 listed other reasons (p. 
278). 
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D. Other Variables in the Receipt of Company-provided Training and Development 
Research suggests that variables other than gender affect an employee's receipt of workplace 
training and development. The educational level of the employee is an important determinant of 
the amount of training a worker is likely to receive. Barron. Berger. and Black (1997b) found 
that the most highly educated workers receive the most workplace training: compared to 
employees with high school diplomas, college graduates receive 100 more hours of training in 
the first three months of employment, or nearly 68 percent more training. The differences are 
more dramatic overtime: employees who are college graduates occupy jobs that require 95 
percent more time to be trained than their coworkers with high school degrees (p. 64). 
Oosterbeek (1998). Schiller (1994), and Veum (1996) also established that education has a 
positive effect on the receipt of training. 
Training intensity and tenure may be related. The BLS (1996) reported that training hours 
per employee follows a "U-shaped pattern with respect to tenure with current employer" (p.6). 
Bureau of Labor Statistics" researchers found that employees with less than two years of tenure 
received an average of 65 hours of training: employees with two to five years of tenure received 
an average of 24 hours of training and employees with 5 to 10 years of tenure received 47 hours 
of training. Studies conducted by Krueger and Rouse (1998) did not confirm the tenure-training 
relationship. 
Workers in managerial and executive positions are more likely to receive training than 
workers at the lower end of an organization's hierarchy (Knoke & Ishio. 1998; Veum. 1996). 
Neal (1998) disclosed that workers in high-wage industries tend to receive significantly more 
formal training than do workers in low-wage industries. 
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Barron. Berger. and Black (1997b), Bassi. (1995) and Veum (1995) determined that 
employees of large companies are more likely to receive training compared to employees of 
smaller organizations. Lynch and Black (1998) corroborated the importance of company size in 
receipt of training: in addition, they found that, regardless of size, companies that devoted more 
resources to research and development, that were more capital-intensive, or that employed more 
educated workers were more likely to provide training than other companies. 
Jacobs. Lukens. and Useem (1996) submined that the most important determinant of 
workplace training is the internal structure of the organization—not employee characteristics. In 
particular, they found that large companies with many layers of formal organization and internal 
employment systems are more likely to offer workplace training. Even having a boss increases 
the likelihood of receiving training, i.e.. employees of small companies do not have as many 
superiors as employees of large companies. "The relatively powerful importance of 
establishment and job factors in structuring opportunities to receive worksite training and the 
relatively modest importance of individual factors suggest that organizational decisions will be 
key to whether the United States follows the high or low road for international competitiveness. 
The uneven distribution of workplace training is far more a product of uneven organizational 
commitments to such efforts than to the uneven distribution of demographic and educational 
qualities of the workforce across establishments" (p. 174). 
E. Summary and Proposed Hypotheses 
Prior researchers have identified employer-provided training and development as an 
important antecedent to employee wage increases and promotions. Promotions lead to more 
promotions, as well as more training. 
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Men and women do not receive equal amounts of employer-provided training. Reasons for 
the gender disparity are unclear: Among the rationale offered by theorists are overt 
discrimination, the normal consequences of human capital theory, and job segregation. 
If participation in employer-provided training and development leads to wage increases and 
promotions, why would an employee not participate in available training events? Employees 
appear to value training, but their ability to participate in it is typically controlled by superiors 
(Schaaf. 1998). No previous research was found that investigated why employees do not 
participate in employer-provided training and development. 
This study will focus on three research questions: 
1. Is there a correlation between the training and development an employer provides and 
increases in wages or promotions received by the employee? 
2. Are there any differences in the kinds or amount of training and development received by 
male employees versus female employees? 
3. Do missed opportunities to participate in training and development activities affect 
employees" wages and their ability to be promoted? 
The proposed hypotheses for each of these research questions are: 
1. Consistent with previous research in this area, there will be a significant and positive 
correlation between employer-provided training and development and increases in wages or 
promotions received by employees in this study. 
2. Male employees will report participating in more employer-provided training and 
development activities than the female employees in the study. 
3. Employees who indicate that they were not allowed to participate in training because of a 
superior's decision will report that that decision affected their wage increase or 
promotional opportunities. Employees who report that they chose not to participate in 
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proffered training will report that they suffered no adverse effects because of their 
choices. 
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III. DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
A. Research Design 
The purpose of this study is to investigate what relationships, if any. exist between employer-
provided training and development opportunities and employee wage increases and promotions. 
This suggested the use of a correlational design. A questionnaire was used for data collection. 
The dependent variables examined are pay increases and promotions. Factors previously shown 
to affect the dependent variables are the amount and kind of training (both formal and informal), 
gender, education, wage level, supervisory vs. non-supervisory status, tenure and full-time vs. 
part-time employment. This study focused on three of these independent variables, i.e.. the 
amount of training, the kind of training and the gender of the trainee. An additional independent 
variable explored was missed opportunities, i.e.. nonparticipation in employer-provided training, 
cither because the employee was not allowed to participate or because the employee chose not to 
participate. 
B. Population and Sample 
To examine the relationship between wages and promotions and employer-sponsored training 
and development, it was necessar\' to canvas employees of companies that offered formal 
training and development. To ascertain differences in the amount or kinds of employer-provided 
training or development opportunities afforded male and female employees, it was necessary to 
audit companies that had a proportionate number of men and women. Thus, the population under 
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study was employees of companies offering formal training and development that had a 
proportionate number of male and female employees. 
These factors restricted which companies could be considered for sample selection, since 
many of the companies contacted reported little or no formal training offerings (e.g.. many 
companies limit formal training to new hire orientation). Other companies that were contacted, 
particularly manufacturing companies, offered training but indicated that their employee 
populations were heavily composed (80 percent or more) of one gender. Such companies were 
eliminated from consideration. 
The resulting sample was drawn from three Midwestern organizations that offer training and 
development activities for their employees and have a proportional number of male and female 
employees. Company A is a Fortune 500. diversified financial and insurance services provider 
with assets of more than $ 100 billion. Company A has 3.000 employees. Company B offers a 
full range of insurance products and has more than 550 home office employees and over 20.000 
agents around the world. Company C is an integrated health care system with 11.500 employees 
throughout the state. 
Cohen and Cohen's (1983) method for calculating power analysis for R" was used to 
determine sample size (n*). Cohen and Cohen suggest as a convention of power (p): p = 1-
P=.80 (p. 61). The population effect size for R" is determined by: 
l-R-
I f a population R" as small as . 10 is used./" = .10 =. 1111 
.90 
The formula for determining n* with a =.05. p=.80 and k (number of independent variables)=4 is 
n* = L_+ k + 1. where "L" is a tabled value. 
f-
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Using Cohen and Cohen's tabled values . n* = 11.94 + (4) + 1= 112 subjects. 
. 1 1 1 1  
Thus, at least 112 subjects were sought for this study. 
Employees in Company A and Company C were randomly selected, using computer-
generated sampling methods. Company B would only permit sampling in the Human Resources 
Department. Every employee in the Human Resources Department of Company B received a 
questionnaire. 
C. Questionnaire Development and Design 
Subjects were asked to complete a questionnaire (see Appendix B) developed for this 
purpose. The questionnaire is an 11-page booklet that describes the purpose of the study, assures 
subjects that participation is voluntar>' and confidential and provides the names and addresses of 
two contacts for questions about the survey or the results. The questionnaire was patterned after 
the 1995 BLS Survey of Employer-Provided Training. Employee Questionnaire (U.S. 
Department of Labor. BLS. 1995) and uses BLS definitions. Before administering the BLS 
survey. Department personnel conducted a number of tests, including focus groups, one-on-one 
interviews, and site visits (Bureau of Labor Statistics. 1996) to establish reliability and validity. 
The questionnaire includes a series of questions about missed opportunities. Because no 
existing instrument could be found that included these kind of queries, questions had to be 
created for this study. The first question in this series. "Have you ever wanted to go to or 
participate in formal training offered by your employer but you were not allowed to do so?" does 
not specify whom or what prevented the employee from attending training. The next question. 
31 
"Why were you not allowed to participate?" offers an open-ended opportunity to indicate the 
reason for nonparticipation. 
Respondents were next asked to specify the kind of training they wanted to participate in but 
were prevented from attending. Are employees prevented from attending the kinds of training 
necessar\' to increase current skills, e.g., occupational safety training or computer training? Or 
are they not allowed to take advantage of management skills training? 
Survey participants were asked to respond "yes" or "no" to the question. "Have you ever 
refused or declined to participate in formal training offered by your employer?" They were then 
asked. "Why didn't you participate in the training?" Respondents could choose from the 
following list: 
I I I did not want to participate. 
I I I did not think I would gain anything from the training. 
• I was so busy with work duties that I did not believe 1 could get away for the training and 
still complete my work. 
I I Other (please describe) 
One of the purposes of the study is to determine the consequences of not participating in 
employer-provided training and development. Therefore, participants were asked. "What do you 
believe happened to you because you did not participate in the training?" They chose from the 
following list: 
I I Nothing. Not participating was not important. 
I I I did not receive a pay increase. 
I I I did not receive a promotion. 
I I Other (please describe) 
Subjects were asked whether they had ever received training from their current employer and 
if they had received training in the last 12 months. Barron. Berger. and Black (1997b) 
investigated the average length of time required for a new employee to become fully trained and 
qualified. Examining information from two data sets, they concluded that the mean is 21-22 
weeks (p. 49). The average time needed to become fully trained and qualified differs by 
experience level and by education: Employees new to an organization with more than a year of 
previous work experience required nearly 29 weeks to become fully trained and qualified for 
iheir new position. New employees with less than a year of previous experience needed an 
average of 23 weeks, and those employees with no previous experience required an average of 16 
weeks (p. 64). College graduates are hired into positions that require 37 weeks to become fully 
trained, while high school graduates fill jobs requiring only 19 weeks (p. 63). Barron. Berger. 
and Black (1997b) suggested that the three-month time frame used by the sponsors of the data 
sets the}' examined understates the training new workers, in particular, receive. Thus, consistent 
with the BLS survey, subjects were asked about training received in the last 12 months to cover 
differences in experience level and education. 
The questionnaire was pretested by 12 adults working in a variety of industries and positions. 
After completing the questionnaire, these subjects were questioned about the clarity of directions 
and items, the ease of completion, suggestions for improvement, etc. Based on these comments, 
minor changes were made in the questionnaire (e.g.. based on a few comments seeking clarity 
about training definitions, the "Instructions'" section was placed on one page to command 
attention. The directive to "read these definitions before answering any questions" was 
underlined and bolded to emphasize the necessity of understanding definitions before completing 
any questions). 
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D. Data Collection and Handling Procedures 
Questionnaires were distributed and collected during the period of Febnjar>'-May. 2000. Two 
hundred employees at Company A were randomly selected for survey participation. These 
employees received the questionnaire from the company's Director of Employee Education and 
Development with an accompanying letter (the text of that letter appears in Appendix C). The 
Director also sent a letter to the company's management informing them of the purpose of the 
stud\. Employees were asked to return the completed surveys anonymously to the Department of 
Training and Development. 
Company B allowed distribution of the questionnaire only in the Human Resources 
Department, The Vice President of Human Resources distributed the questionnaires to each of 
the Department's 10 employees. 
Company C also distributed the questionnaire through the Employee Education and 
Development Department. A letter from the Department Director was stapled to the 
questionnaire (see Appendix C). Three hundred randomly selected employees were asked to 
complete and return the questionnaires to the Education and Development Department. 
All but two of the 212 survey respondents returned their questionnaires to their respective 
company representatives. One respondent sent the questionnaire directly to the researcher, while 
another sent the questionnaire to the professor listed on the front of the questionnaire. All 
returned questionnaires were given a unique number, the first digit of which identified the 
respondent's employer. 
Since most survey questions permitted dichotomous answers, "0" was consistently used to 
indicate "no" and "I" was consistently used to indicate "yes." Some questions provided a range 
of choices. In a few instances, respondents checked more than one box in response to a question 
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in which only one answer was anticipated (e.g.. see questions 8, 9. 17. 18. 26 and 27). In these 
cases, the first response checked was the one captured. 
Some questions required written responses. Coding schemes were developed for grouping 
these written answers. Other questions permitted respondents to write an answer in the "other" 
caiegor\'. Many of these written responses can be found in Appendix D. 
The coding scheme devised for answers to question 29 on the survey. "What is your current 
job title?" was loosely based on the U.S. Department of Labor's Dictionary of Occupational 
Titles, 4'*^ Edition (U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Administrative Law Judges* Law 
Librar>\ 2000). These occupational listings are detailed in Appendix E. The coding system 
developed for answers to survey question 30, "What kind of work do you do in your current job 
(for e.xample. type, answer customer calls, market products, etc.)?" is also listed in Appendix E. 
E. Data Analysis 
SPSS was used for data analysis. Because much of the data collected is dichotomous and 
categorical, several two-way contingency tables were developed. In two-way contingency table 
analysis, the Pearson chi-square test is used to determine if a statistical relationship exists 
between two variables. The Pearson chi-square statistic tests the null hypothesis that the row and 
column variables are independent of each other. In cases where two-way contingency analysis 
yielded expected frequencies < 5. the chi-squared distribution may poorly approximate the actual 
distribution of the chi-squared statistic. In those cases. Fisher's exact test was used, since this 
test considers all possible outcomes exactly. 
An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests. 
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IV. RESULTS 
A. Characteristics of the Sample 
Of the 212 returned questionnaires. 123 were collected from Company A. for a response rate 
of almost 62 percent. Nine of the 10 surveys distributed at Company B were returned, for a 90 
percent response rate. Company C collected 80 responses, or about 27 percent of the number of 
surveys distributed. The overall response rate for the combined companies was almost 42 
percent. 
The majority of respondents are female. Aside from the four respondents who did not 
indicate gender. 70 percent, or 146 employees, are female. Sixty-two respondents are male. 
Almost 80 percent of employees specifying gender at Company C are women, as are 68 percent 
of employees of Company A. Six of the eight Company B employees who listed gender are 
female. 
Ninety percent of the respondents are full-time employees. Fifty percent of the respondents 
usualK work 40 hours each week, and 29 percent work usually work between 41-50 hours each 
week. Six percent of all respondents indicated that they usually work more than 50 hours each 
week, while 14 percent (including part-time employees) work less than 40 hours per week. 
Table 1 indicates employee job titles and percentages in each category. Since slightly less 
than half of the employees at Company C who indicated job titles fall in the Health 
MaintenanceyTreating occupational category, they represent the 19 percent of all employees who 
answered this question. Similarly, the 17 percent of all employees who noted that they provide 
direct patient care in response to the question, " What kind of work do you do in your current 
job?" are employees of Company C; 44 percent of the employees in Company C indicated that 
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Table 1. Job Titles 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Valid Clerical and 60 28.3 29.1 29.1 Administrative Support 
Managerial and 51 24.1 24.8 53.9 Administrative 
Professional 18 8.5 8.7 62.6 
Computer Occupations 21 9.9 10.2 72.8 
Service 4 1.9 1.9 74.8 
Sales 2 .9 1.0 75.7 
Top Management 3 1.4 1.5 77.2 
Physicians 2 .9 1.0 78.2 
Health Care 
Maintenance/Treating 
39 18.4 18.9 97.1 
Other Health Care 
Professions 
6 2.8 2.9 100.0 
Total 206 97.2 100.0 
Missing System 6 2.8 
Total 212 100.0 
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they provide direct patient care. A fourth of all respondents supervise other employees. 
Slightly more than half of all respondents report that they have worked for their current 
employer for five years or less. Of this group. 37 percent have worked for their current employer 
for two years or less. On the other end of the scale, ten percent of all employees have worked for 
their current employer for 20 years or more. 
Figure 1 is a graph of reported income level of respondents. Figure 2 indicates the highest 
educational level achieved by respondents. 
B. Training and Development Received by Respondents 
Most survey respondents received formal and informal training from their current employer. 
Ninety-nine percent of survey respondents answered the first question on the survey, indicating 
whether they had ever received formal training from their current employer. Of this 99 percent. 
94 percent had received formal training from their current employer at some time. Of the 98 
percent of respondents who answered the question about their receipt of formal training in the 
past 12 months. 87 percent reported receiving some type of formal training in that period. 
Seventy-seven percent of the 95 percent of all respondents who replied to the question about 
informal training in the past 12 months noted that they had received some informal training. 
Computer training was the type of training received by the highest percentage of respondents 
in all time periods. Seventy-eight percent of the employees who answered the question about 
ever receiving formal computer training noted that they had received this training. Fifty-seven 
percent of employees who answered the question about receipt of formal computer training in the 
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Figure I. Annual Income of Respondents 
Fiuure 2. Hiahesl Educational Level Achieved 
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past 12 months responded affirmatively, as did 58 percent of the employees who responded to the 
question about informal computer training in the past 12 months. 
It appears that employees were least likely to receive formal production/construction-
related training, defined in the questionnaire as "training in operating or repairing machinery 
or equipment; manufacturing, assembling, distributing, installing or inspecting goods; 
constructing, altering or maintaining building or other structures, etc." Given the nature of 
the companies surveyed, this is not surprising. Employees reported little informal training in 
the category' of "other"; only four percent reported receiving "other" informal training. Five 
respondents noted that they received informal training at staff meetings. 
Respondents were asked to specify how they received formal training from the following 
list (they were asked to check all answers that applied): 
I I 1 did not receive any formal training from my current employer in the last 12 months 
I I Classes or workshops conducted by company employees 
I I Classes or workshops conducted by outside trainers or businesses 
I I Courses taken at educational institutions paid for by my employer 
I I Lectures, conferences or seminars 
I i Other (please describe) 
Sixty-seven percent of the 203 employees who answered this question participated in classes 
or workshops conducted by company employees. A third attended training events conducted 
by outside trainers or businesses, 26 percent went to lectures, conferences, or seminars, and 
12 percent took courses at educational institutions paid for by their employer. 
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C. Benefits Respondents Report Receiving after Completion of Training Activities 
Survey participants were asked to indicate all the benefits received from completing 
formal training. Ten possible answers were listed, as follows, including the category "other" 
with space provided for a response: 
I I No formal training in Question 1 or 10 
I I Promotion when training was satisfactorily completed or soon thereafter 
I I Received a higher pay rate or bonus 
I I Received a certificate or one was placed in my file 
I I The training was necessary for future advancement 
I I The training was mandatory 
I I Learned valuable skill that improved my job performance 
I i Helped me stay current with new regulations, laws and/or technologies 
i I Other (please describe) 
I I No benefit 
The benefit cited by the highest number of participants (144) was "learned valuable skill 
that improved my job performance." This is also the benefit cited by the largest number of 
employees in the 1996 Bureau of Labor Statistics study (see Appendi.x A). Ninety-five 
employees said that the training they received was mandatory; 91 employees said that the 
training "helped me stay current with new regulations, laws and/or technologies." Si.x 
individuals believed that they received a promotion "'when training was satisfactorily 
completed or soon thereafter.'' Sixteen employees said that they received a higher rate of pay 
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or bonus. Thirty-six noted that "the training was necessary for future advancement." Only 
three employees cited "no benefit" as an answer. 
Later in the survey, respondents were asked to write in an answer indicating "What 
happened after you received the informal or on-the-job training (for example. I received a 
promotion, my salar>'/wages increased, nothing happened to me)?" A third of survey 
participants did not respond to this question. Of the 142 people who did answer the question, 
the largest number. 82 people, or 39 percent of the question respondents, said that nothing 
happened to them. Twenty-six people said that their job performance improved. 
D. Raises and Promotions Received by the Sample 
All sur\ey participants answered question 4: "While working for your current employer, have 
\ ou ever received a pay raise?" Ninety percent indicated they had received a raise at some time 
during their current employment. The most frequently cited number of raises was "2" (24 
respondents) followed closely by "I" (23 respondents). Twelve people indicated that they had 
received 15 raises, and two received 30 raises. Some extrapolation was necessary: some 
respondents indicated receipt of a raise for every year of employment. Thus, the data entered in 
SPSS was the same figure as number of years of employment. 
Fewer people, but still a majority, reported receiving a raise in the past 12 months. Eighty-
fix e percent of those who responded to the question reported a raise in that time period. The 
most frequently cited number of raises was "1" (reported by 130 participants). Twenty-seven 
employees noted that they had received two raises from their current employer in the past 12 
months. 
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Exactly half of ail respondents reported receipt of a promotion while with their current 
employer at some time. Thirty-nine individuals recorded one promotion from the current 
employer, while 26 reported two. Only 29 employees reported a promotion in the past 12 
months, with 27 indicating one promotion and one employee citing two during this time period. 
E. Missed Opportunities Reported by the Sample 
1. Denied Opportunities 
Of the 208 employees who responded to question 4: "Have you ever wanted to go to or 
participate in formal training offered by your employer but you were not allowed to do so?"", only 
37. or 18 percent, answered affirmatively. Twelve of these 37 employees cited not enough 
money in the budget as the reason training was denied. Si.\ employees said the company did not 
allow them to participate, and five cited a staff shortage as an impediment to attending training. 
Four employees said their managers resisted the training. Four others said that there was not 
enough room in the class for them to participate. 
Fifteen people, or seven percent of the survey respondents, declared that they had been 
denied access to formal training in the last 12 months. Three people indicated that they were not 
allowed to participate because there was not enough money in the budget. Two employees each 
gave the following reasons for not being permitted to participate in training in the 12-month 
period: not sure course applicable to position, busy time in department, company refused, could 
not get time off from work. 
Only four people, or two percent, declared that they were not allowed to participate in 
informal training in the last 12 months (question 22 on the survey). Three people gave a reason. 
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each different: I was not available when informal training offered: class was too large: staff 
shortage. 
In response to question 6, "What kind of training did you want to go to or participate in?", 
professional development (10 respondents) and computer training (10 respondents) were the 
kinds most frequently cited. Respondents who had been denied training in the past 12 months 
listed management training (4 people) and special medical procedures (3 people) as the kind of 
training most frequently denied. 
2. Refiised Opportunities 
All but two employees answered question 7. "Have you ever refused or declined to 
participate in formal training offered by your employer?" Twenty-seven employees reported that 
the\ did refuse/decline to participate. As a reason for not participating. 11 respondents answered 
question 8 by checking the box. "I did not think I would gain anything from the training." 
Appendix D lists other reasons as written by respondents. 
Eighteen people, or nine percent, replied to question 16 affirmatively, admitting that they had 
refused or declined to participate in training in the last 12 months. Six reported that they did not 
think they would gain anything from the training: six wrote answers in the "other" categor\' (see 
Appendix D). Five employees said. "I was so busy with work duties that 1 did not believe I could 
get away for the training and still complete my work." 
Only two employees, or less than one percent of survey participants, checked the "yes" box 
of question 25: "In the last 12 months, have you refused or declined to participate in informal 
training offered by your employer?" Even so, seven employees provided answers to question 26. 
indicating reasons for not participating. Three employees said that they were so busy with work 
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duties that they did not believe they could get away and still complete work. One said that he or 
she did not want to participate and three cited other reasons (see Appendix D). 
3. Consequences of Non-Participation 
Employees were asked three times to indicate what they believed happened to them 
because they did not participate in formal training, either because they were not allowed to 
participate or because they declined (see survey questions 9. 18 and 27). Tables 2 and 3 list 
their answers about formal training. Responses to question 27 regarding informal training 
are not displayed; however, the overwhelming majorit>' (93 percent) of the employees who 
gave an answer indicated "not applicable. [ was not denied and did not refuse." Few 
employees in any category indicated applicability, and of those who did. most thought 
missing training was not important. 
Appendix D provides the "other" responses. While the responses range from "Nothing. I 
ha\ c been active in pursuing additional training" to "did not have the personal satisfaction of 
being more knowledgeable", the most consistent theme recorded by respondents was that 
they missed the opportunity to learn something valuable that would have helped them be 
more proficient or more knowledgeable about their jobs. 
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Table 2. Consequences of not participating in training ever, as identified by respondents. 
not applicable 
nothing, not important 
no promotion 
other 
Total 
Svstem 
Frequency Percent 
65-1 
Valid 
Percent 
TTe 
Cumulative 
Percent 
TTe Valid 
Missing 
Total 
30 
1 
21 
190 
22 
212 
14.2 
.5 
9.9 
89.6 
10.4 
100.0 
15.8 
.5 
1 1 . 1  
100.0 
88.4 
88.9 
100.0 
Table 3. Consequences of not participating in training in last 12 months, as reported by 
respondents 
Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent Percent 
Valid not applicable 153 72.2 81.8 81.8 
nothing, not important 22 10.4 11.8 93.6 
no promotion 1 .5 .5 94.1 
other 11 5.2 5.9 100.0 
Total 187 88.2 100.0 
Missing System 25 11.8 
Total 212 100.0 
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F. Data Analyses Comparing Training and Development and Wages and Promotions 
The first question under study is. "Is there a correlation between the training and 
de\ elopment an employer provides and increases in wages or promotions received by the 
employee?" A correlation analysis is implied. Unfortunately, the Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficient, which indicates the degree that quantitative variables are linearly 
related, is valid only when a straight line is a reasonable model for the relationship. Because 
the data results necessarv' to conduct this analysis are largely dichotomous. this validity 
assumption is violated. 
Noting this limitation. Table 4 provides the results of the Pearson product moment analysis. 
No significant association (g < .05) was found between the receipt of any kind of training and 
pay increases. 
Receiving formal training, on the other hand, is significantly correlated with ever receiving a 
promotion, both formal training ever received (e= .011. 2-tailed) and formal training in the past 
12 months (2= .024. 2-tailed). Promotions in the past 12 months do not appear to be related to 
any type of training. Informal training is not associated with the receipt of promotions at any 
time. 
Aside from the in-kind associations (e.g.. between formal training ever and formal training in 
the last 12 months, etc.). the other significant correlations are between raises and promotions. 
Receiving a promotion or receiving a raise, whether in the past 12 months or ever, are positively 
related at a significant (g < .05) level. 
To overcome some of the limitations of the Pearson correlation, Pearson chi-square tests 
were conducted. Linear relationships are not required. In the first series of tests, different 
Tabic 4. Correlation between Training Receipt and Wage Increases and l^romotions 
Received 
Received Informal 
liver liver Training in Received Raise Received Train in 
Receive Receive liver Receive Past 12 in Past 12 Promotion in Past 12 
Training Raise Promotion Months Months Past 12 Months Months 
I'vcr Recoivc Training I'carson C'orrclalion 1.0(1(1 .105 .175* .076 .1)32 .1(11) 
•Sig (^-tailed) .129 O i l  .000 .280 .648 ,159 
N 209 209 209 206 204 204 199 
l-ver Rcccive Raise I'carson Correlation .105 1.000 .309* -.008 .763* .139' .052 
Sig (2-lailcd) .129 .000 .912 .000 .045 .464 
N 209 212 212 208 207 207 201 
liver Receive Promotion I'carson Corrcialion ,175' .309* 1.000 .156* .269* .402* -.004 
Siu (2-lailcd) .011 .000 .024 .000 .000 .961 
N 209 212 212 208 207 207 201 
Received Training Past I'carson Correlation .544' -.008 .156' 1.000 -.015 .072 .107 
12 Montiis Sig (2-lailcd) .000 .912 .024 .827 .308 .134 
N 206 208 208 208 204 204 198 
Received Raise Past 12 I'carson Correlation .076 .763* .269* -.015 1.000 .170* .032 
Months Sig (2-lailcd) .280 .000 .000 .827 .015 .655 
N 204 207 207 204 207 206 196 
Received Promotion in I'carson Correlation .032 .139* .402* .072 .170' 1.000 .123 
Past 12 Montiis Sig (2-iiiilcd) .64K .045 .000 .308 .015 .086 
N 204 207 207 204 206 207 196 
Received Infonnal I'carson Correlation .100 .052 -.004 .107 .032 .123 1.000 
Training in Past 12 Sig (3-tailcd) .159 .464 .961 .134 .655 .086 
Months N 199 201 201 198 196 196 201 
*• Correlation is significant at tlie 0.05 level (2-taileil). 
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-iaileil). 
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levels of training were compared with the various levels of raises and promotions. These 
tests revealed only two significant relationships; I) ever receiving formal training and ever 
receiving a promotion. Pearson yr(l, n=209)= 6.373. £= .012 (Tables 5 and 6) and; 2) 
receiving formal training in the last 12 months and ever receiving a promotion. Pearson 
n=208)= 4.764. p= .024 (Tables 7 and 8). 
Two-way contingency analyses of promotion and pay raises provide evidence of 
associations at ever>' level. Tables 9-16 illustrate these associations. In Table 12 and Table 
16, 25 percent of the cells have less than the expected value. Since the chi-square test 
assumption that expected frequency /c > 5 in all cells is violated. Fisher's exact test was 
used. Table 12 provides the results of the Fisher's exact test (£=.049. 2-sided and 2=.030. 1 
sided); ever receiving a raise and receiving a promotion in 12 months are significantly 
related. Fisher's exact test (2=-010. 2-sided and p=.006. 1-sided) in Table 16 indicates a 
significant association between receiving a raise in the past 12 months and receiving a 
promotion in the past 12 months. 
G. Results of Analysis of Gender Differences in the Amounts or Kinds of Training 
The second research question probes for gender differences in the amounts or kinds of 
training and development received by employees. Analyses were conducted comparing male 
versus female responses on the overall receipt of training, on the receipt of each kind of 
training and on the number of training hours received. 
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Table 5. Cases in two-way contingency, ever receive promotion, ever receive training. 
Ever Receive 
Promotion 
no yes Total 
bver Receive no Count - • IT • 2 15 
Training % within Ever 10.4% 1.9% 6.2% Receive Promotion 
Adjusted Residual 2.5 -2.5 
yes Count 95 101 196 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 89.6% 98.1% 93.8% 
Adjusted Residual -2.5 2.5 
Total Count 106 103 209 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 6. Comparisons of ev( er receiving promotion and ever receiving training. 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6.373° 1 .012 
Continuity Correction^ 5.009 1 .025 
Likelihood Ratio 7.000 I .008 
Fisher's Exact Test .019 .011 
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.342 1 .012 
N of Valid Cases 209 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.41. 
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Table 7. Cases in contingency, ever receive promotion, received training past 12 months. 
Ever Receive 
Promotion 
no yes 
Receive Training not trained Count 
Past 12 Months % within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
Adjusted Residual 
Total 
Tl 5 W 
19.8% 8.8% 14.4% 
2.3 -2.3 
Trained Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
Adjusted Residual 
85 93 178 
80.2% 91.2% 85.6% 
-2.3 2.3 
Total Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
106 102 208 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 8. Comparisons of ever receiving promotion and training in the past 12 months. 
Value 
Asymp. Sig. 
df (2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 5.085° I .024 
Continuity Correction^ 4.233 1 .040 
Likelihood Ratio 5.220 1 .022 
Fisher's Exact Test .030 .019 
Linear-bv-Linear 5.060 1 .024 Association 
N of Valid Cases 208 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
14.71. 
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Table 9. Cases in analyses, ever receive raise, ever receive promotion. 
bver Receive 
Raise 
no Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
Adjusted Residual 
Ever Receive 
Promotion 
no 
—TT 
19.8% 
4.5 
ves Total 
yes Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
Adjusted Residual 
85 
80.2% 
-4.5 
r 
.9% 
-4.5 
105 
99.1% 
4.5 
10.4% 
190 
89.6% 
Total Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
106 
100.0% 
106 
100.0% 
212 
100.0% 
Table 10. Comparisons of ever receiving raise, ever receiving promotion. 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 20.287° 1 .000 
Continuity Correction 18.309 1 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 24.472 I .000 
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000 
L i near-by- L i near 
Association 20.191 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 212 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
II.GO. 
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Table 11. Cases in analyses, ever receive raise, receive promotion in past 12 months. 
Promotion in 12 
Months 
no yes Total 
Ever Receive no Count 22 0 22 
% within Promotion 
in 12 Months 12.4% .0% 10.6% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0 -2.0 
yes Count 156 29 185 
% within Promotion 
m 12 Months 
Adjusted Residual -2.0 2.0 
"Total Count 178 29 207" 
% within Promotion 
in 12 Months 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 12. Comparisons of ever receiving raise, promotion in past 12 months. 
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. E.xact Sig. 
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.011" 1 .045 
Continuity Correction^ 2.815 1 .093 
Likelihood Ratio 7.054 I .008 
Fisher's Exact Test .049 .030 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 207 
3.991 1 .046 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
1 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
3.08. 
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Table 13. Cases in analyses, receive raise in past 12 months, ever receive promotion. 
Ever Receive 
Promotion 
no 
35" 
25.2% 
3.9 
yes Total 
Raise m past 
12 months 
no Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
Adjusted Residual 
yes Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
Adjusted Residual 
77 
74.8% 
-3.9 
T 
5.8% 
-3.9 
98 
94.2% 
3.9 
15.5% 
175 
84.5% 
Total Count 
% within Ever 
Receive Promotion 
103 
100.0% 
104 
100.0% 
207 
100.0% 
Table 14. Comparisons of received raise in past 12 months, ever receiving promotion. 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1 -sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 15.016" 1 .000 
Continuity Correction^ 13.562 1 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 15.998 1 .000 
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 14.943 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 207 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
15.92. 
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Table 15. Cases in analyses, receive raise past 12 months, receive promotion past 12 months. 
Promotion in 12 
Months 
no yes Total 
Raise in past no 
12 months 
Count 
% within Promotion 
in 12 Months 
55 
18.0% 
0 
.0% 
32 
15.5% 
Adjusted Residual 2.4 -2.4 
yes Count 146 28 174 
% within Promotion 
in 12 Months 82.0% 100.0% 84.5% 
Adjusted Residual -2.4 2.4 
Total Count 178 28 206 
% within Promotion 
in 12 Months 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 16. Comparisons of receiving raise in past 12 months, receiving promotion in past 12 
months. 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 5.959" 1 .015 
Continuity Correction ^ 4.668 1 .031 
Likelihood Ratio 10.232 1 .001 
Fisher's E.xact Test .010 .006 
L i near-by-L inear 
Association 5.931 I 
.015 
N of Valid Cases 206 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- 1 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
4.35. 
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I. Overall Receipt of Training bv Gender 
Two-way contingency table analyses were conducted to evaluate whether male 
employees received more overall training. The first series of tests compared the dichotomous 
"yes" or "no" responses of question 1 (i.e.. was formal training ever received), of question 10 
(was formal training received in the last 12 months) and of question 21 (regarding receipt of 
informal training in the last 12 months) to gender. 
Tables 17 and 18 display the relationships between ever receiving training from the 
current employer and gender. The null hypothesis is that gender and overall training are 
independent of each other; based on these results (Pearson yjA. n=205= 3.233. £= .072). that 
hypothesis is not rejected. Since the chi-square test assumption that expected frequency /c ^  
5 in all cells is violated. Fisher's exact test should be used for analysis in this case. Fisher's 
exact test (e=- 114. 2-sided and e=-060. 1-sided) also does not indicate an association between 
gender and the receipt of training with the current employer. 
Similar analyses comparing receipt of formal training in the past 12 months to gender do 
point to a significant relationship between these variables (see Tables 19 and 20). Only about 
seven percent of male respondents reported that they had not received formal training in the past 
12 months, compared to 18 percent of female respondents. The Pearson's chi-squared test result. 
Pearson /."(I. n=205)= 4.764. £= .029. indicates that males are significantly more likely than 
females to have received formal training in the past 12 months with the current employer. 
Female employees recorded the receipt of informal training more frequently than men. As shown 
in Table 21. 79 percent of women reported that they received informal training, compared to 73 
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Table 17. Count of men and women who ever received training from current employer. 
Gender 
male female Total 
Hver Received no Count 1 12 13 
Training % within Gender 1.6% 8.3% 6.3% 
Adjusted Residual -1.8 1.8 
yes Count 60 132 192 
% within Gender 98.4% 91.7% 93.7% 
Adjusted Residual 1.8 -1.8 
Total Count 61 144 205 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 18. Cross-tabulation results of ever receiving training and gender. 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(I-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 3.233° 1 .072 
Continuity Correction ^ 2.204 1 .138 
Likelihood Ratio 4.053 I .044 
Fisher's Exact Test .114 .060 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 3.217 1 .073 
N of Valid Cases 205 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
I cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. TTie minimum expected count is 
3.87. 
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Table 19. Men and women who received formal training in the past 12 months. 
Gender 
male female Total 
Received Training not trained Count 4 26 30 
in Past 12 Months % within Gender 
Adjusted Residual 
6.5% 
-2.2 
18.2% 
2.2 
14.6% 
Trained Count 58 I 17 175 
% within Gender 93.5% 81.8% 85.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2.2 -2.2 
Total Count 62 143 205 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 20. Cross-tabulation results of receiving formal training in the past 12 months and 
gender. 
Value 
Asymp. Sig. 
df (2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(1 -sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 4.764" 1 .029 
Continuity Correction ^ 3.871 1 .049 
Likelihood Ratio 5.420 1 .020 
Fisher's E.xact Test .032 .020 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 4.740 1 .029 
N of Valid Cases 205 
Computed only for a 2.\2 table 
b- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
9.07. 
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Table 21. Men and women who received informal training in the past 12 months. 
Gender 
male female Total 
Received Informal 
Training in Past 12 
Months 
no Count 
% within Gender 
Adjusted Residual 
16 
26.7% 
.8 
29 
21.2% 
-.8 
45 
22.8% 
yes Count 44 108 152 
% within Gender 73.3% 78.8% 77.2% 
Adjusted Residual -.8 .8 
Total Count 60 137 197 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 22. Cross tab results of receiving informal training in the past 12 months and gender. 
Asymp. Sig. 
Value df (2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square .716" 1 .398 
Continuity Correction ^ .438 1 .508 
Likelihood Ratio .702 1 .402 
Fisher's Exact Test .461 .252 
Li near-by-Linear 
•Association .712 1 .399 
N of Valid Cases 197 
Computed only for a 2.x2 table 
t'- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
13.71. 
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percent of men. However, these differences are not significant, Pearson x" (• ^ n=l 97)= .716. g= 
.398 (see Table 22). 
2. Receipt of Kinds of Training bv Gender 
Survey participants were asked to check boxes designating all the kinds of training 
received in every time period considered, i.e., formal training ever received, formal training 
received in last 12 months, and informal training received in last 12 months. The next series 
of analyses investigated the frequency with which men and women checked each of the 11 
different kinds of training listed in questions 1.10 and 21 (e.g., management training, 
professional/technical training, etc.). 
Due to the length of the subsequent reports, not all are displayed herein. All reports 
indicating significant results (p < .05) are exhibited, however, as are results of particular 
interest. 
The cross tabulation results for management training fall in the latter category, as no 
statistically significant results were found in any of the time periods considered. Tables 23 
and 24 provide data about management training received by men and women at some time 
during their employment with their current employer. While not statistically significant, (e ^  
.05). a larger percentage of men (37 percent) reported that they participated in management 
training than did women (28 percent). The percentage of men (19 percent) who received 
infonnal management training was twice as high as the percentage of women (9 percent) who 
recorded the receipt of this training. The percentage of men compared to women who 
received formal management training in the last 12 months was virtually the same (16.4 
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Table 23. Management training ever received by gender. 
Gender 
male female Total 
Manage no training 
Ever 
Count 
% within Gender 
Adjusted Residual 
39 
62.9% 
-1.3 
102 
72.3% 
1.3 
141 
69.5% 
Training Count 
% within Gender 
Adjusted Residual 
23 
37.1% 
1.3 
39 
27.7% 
-1.3 
62 
30.5% 
Total Count 
% within Gender 
62 
100.0% 
141 
100.0% 
203 
100.0% 
Table 24. Cross tab results of ever receiving management training by gender 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(I -sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 
Continuity Correction^ 
Likelihood Ratio 
Fisher's E.xact Test 
L i near-by- L1 near 
Association 
N of Valid Cases 
1.808° 1 
1.390 I 
1.775 1 
1.799 1 
203 
.179 
.238 
.183 
.180 
.189 .120 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
18.94. 
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percent versus 15.6 percent). 
Statistically significant results < .05) were discovered in three areas: formal 
professional/technical training ever received, formal computer training ever received, and 
formal computer training received in the last 12 months. Tables 25 and 26 indicate that men 
were more likely than women to receive professional/technical training at some time from 
their current employers. Men also were more likely to receive formal computer training. 
both at some time during their careers with the current employer and in the last 12 months 
(see Tables 27-30). 
3. Receipt of Hours of Training bv Gender 
To investigate gender differences in the receipt of actual training hours by training type, 
independent two-group t tests were conducted. The assumptions necessary to use the 
independent t-test appropriately include the normal distribution of populations (though this 
assumption may be violated with large samples and still yield accurate results), equal 
distribution of variances and random selection of the sample. 
Test results are provided in Tables 31-36. Tables 31-33 provide descriptive statistics of the 
number of respondents who received training by gender, separated by the three categories of ever 
received formal training, received formal training in the past 12 months, and received informai 
training in the past 12 months. 
Tables 34-36 provide the t-test results of hours of training by type within each of the three 
categories investigated. Only one statistically significant relationship was found: women 
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Table 25. Men and women who ever received professional/technical training. 
Gender 
male female Total 
Prof/Tech no training Count 21 75 96 
Ever % within Gender 33.9% 53.2% 47.3% 
Adjusted Residual -2.5 2.5 
Training Count 41 66 107 
% within Gender 66.1% 46.8% 52.7% 
Adjusted Residual 2.5 -2.5 
Total Count 62 141 203 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 26. Cross-tabulation results of ever receiving professional/technical training by 
gender. 
Value 
Asymp. Sig. 
df (2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1 -sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 6.449° I .011 
Continuity Correction ^ 5.697 1 .017 
Likelihood Ratio 6.547 1 .011 
Fisher's Exact Test .014 .008 
Linear-by-Linear 6.417 I .011 Association 
N of Valid Cases 203 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
29.32. 
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Table 27. Men and women who ever received computer training. 
Gender 
male female Total 
Computer no training Count 8 36 44 
Ever % within Gender 12.9% 25.4% 21.6% 
Adjiisted Residual -2.0 2.0 
Training Count 54 106 160 
% within Gender 87.1% 74.6% 78.4% 
Adjusted Residual 2.0 -2.0 
Total Count 62 142 204 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 28. Cross-tabulation results of employees who ever received computer training by 
gender 
Value df 
Asymp. Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
E.xact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 2.964^ 1 .047 
Continuity Correction ^ 3.252 1 .071 
Likelihood Ratio 4.253 1 .039 
Fisher's Exact Test .063 .033 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 3.934 1 
.047 
N of Valid Cases 204 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
13.37. 
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Table 29. Men and women who received formal computer training in the past 12 months. 
Gender 
male female Total 
Computer Training no trammg Count 17 68 85 
Past 12 Months % within Gender 27.9% 49.6% 42.9% 
Adjusted Residual -2.9 2.9 
Training Count 44 69 113 
% within Gender 72.1% 50.4% 57.1% 
Adjusted Residual 2.9 -2.9 
Total Count 61 137 198 
% within Gender 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Table 30. Cross-tabulation results of employees who received formal computer training in 
the last 12 months by gender. 
Value 
Asymp. Sig. 
df (2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(2-sided) 
Exact Sig. 
(1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.162" 1 .004 
Continuity Correction ^ 7.298 1 .007 
Likelihood Ratio 8.410 1 .004 
Fisher's Exact Test .005 .003 
L i near-by-L i near 
Association 8.121 1 .004 
N of Valid Cases 198 
3- Computed only for a 2x2 table 
0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum e.xpected count is 
26.19. 
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Table 3 1. Men and women who reported hours of training ever received by training type. 
Std. Std. Error 
Gender N Mean Deviation Mean 
Hours Management male 23 36.26 34.12 7.11 
female 31 33.26 44.14 7.93 
Hours Prof/Tech male 36 120.306 261.5500 43.5917 
female 44 83.8466 127.1712 19.1718 
Hours Computer Train male 47 175.660 487.4751 71.1055 
female 76 44.0428 111.8312 12.8279 
Hours Clericai/Admin male 12 34.1667 54.7338 15.8003 
female 11 69.0000 129.6264 39.0838 
Hours Sales/Customer male 23 26.391 37.318 7.781 
female 33 24.583 68.450 11.916 
Hours Service Train male 12 42.583 46.549 13.438 
female 13 22.462 53.788 14.918 
Hours male 4 31.500 9.849 4.924 
Product/Construct female 4 45.500 52.035 26.018 
Hours Basic Train male 14 11.57 9.39 2.51 
female 13 72.38 149.26 41.40 
Hours Safety Train male 17 34.6176 80.2137 19.4547 
female 31 10.7097 21.0141 3.7742 
Hours male 28 34.50 40.57 7.67 
Comm/Dev/Quality female 39 21.49 33.95 5.44 
Hours Other Training male 3 62.0000 85.5804 49.4099 
female 8 85.2500 79.7492 28.1956 
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Table 32. Men and women reporting formal training hours in past 12 months by training typ)e. 
Std. Std. Error 
Gender N Mean Deviation Mean 
Hours Management male i6 8.5500 3.8184 1.2075 
female 19 16.6316 26.9531 6.1835 
Hours Prof/Tech male 24 17.00 14.60 2.98 
female 37 20.73 23.10 3.80 
Hours Computer Train male 39 76.10 275.40 44.10 
female 58 19.10 54.30 7.13 
Hours Clerical/Admin male 5 32.80 16.10 7.20 
female 8 55.75 139.26 49.24 
Hours Sales/Customer male 10 25.10 31.38 9.92 
female 14 39.79 104.63 27.96 
Hours Service Train male 5 37.4000 39.2530 17.5545 
female 9 5.8333 9.2399 3.0800 
Hours male 1 8.00 . . 
Product/Construct female 3 5.33 4.16 2.40 
Hours Basic Train male 4 4.25 3.86 1.93 
female 9 7.11 8.05 2.68 
Hours Safety Train male 7 16.5714 36.8685 13.9350 
female 26 4.8750 9.9326 1.9479 
Hours male 16 19.31 25.79 6.45 
Com m/Dev/Qual ity female 18 15.39 23.58 5.56 
Hours Other 12 male 3 61.3333 86.2863 49.8174 
female 9 50.1111 76.3306 25.4435 
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Table 33. Men and women reporting informal training hours in past 12 months by training type. 
Std. Std. Error 
Gender N Mean Deviation Mean 
Hours Management male 6.44 3.61 1.20 
female 9 5.44 9.74 3.25 
Hours Prof/Tech male 13 8.92 12.81 3.55 
female 28 34.61 55.70 10.53 
Hours Computer Train male 24 15.92 22.55 4.60 
female 44 13.93 37.92 5.72 
Hours Clerical/Admin male 6 6.00 3.41 1.39 
female 8 37.38 82.89 29.30 
Hours Sales/Customer male 9 3.06 1.63 .54 
female 9 16.56 25.06 8.35 
Hours Service Train male 4 5.25 3.69 1.84 
female 8 14.88 26.79 9.47 
Hours male 2 3.00 1.41 1.00 
Product/Construct female 4 2.50 1.73 .87 
Hours Basic Train male 3 6.33 8.39 4.84 
female 4 3.75 2.06 1.03 
Hours Safety Train male 5 21.800 43.729 19.556 
female 8 4.250 6.579 2.326 
Hours male 13 4.308 3.449 .957 
Comm/Dev/Quality female 13 10.231 16.110 4.468 
Hours Informal male (P . 
Training female 2 .5000 .7071 .5000 
t cannot be computed because at least one of the groups is empty. 
Table 34. Hours of each type of training ever received, compared by gender. 
Hours Management 
variances 
assumed 
l;(|ual 
variances not 
assumed 
I.evene's Test for 
l'!>|ualily of 
Variances 1-lest (or liquality ofMeans 
•Sib df 
SiB 
(2-lailed) 
Mean 
Difl'erencc 
Std lirror 
DilTeicnce 
95% Conlldoncc 
Interv al of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
no I 975 271 
283 5im 
787 
779 
3(K) 
3 00 
1106 -19 20 25 2! 
10 65 -18 37 24 38 
Hours I'rof'Iech I'xjual 
variances 
assumed 
I'qual 
\ ariances not 
assumed 
291 815 78 
766 48 376 
417 36 4590 44 7280 -52 5876 125.505 
448 364590 476213 -59 2709 132 189 
Hours Computer Train |{qual 
variances 
assumed 
|{qual 
variances not 
assumed 
15 701 000 2 265 121 
1822 49 011 
025 131 6168 58 1182 16 5566 246677 
075 131 6168 72 2534 -13 5810 276 815 
ON SO 
Hours Clerical/Admin liqual 
variances 
assumed 
l'!qual 
variances not 
assumed 
4416 048 •853 
- 826 13 215 
403 -34 8333 40 8364 -119 76 500907 
423 -34 8333 42 1568 -125 76 56 0906 
Hours Sale&'Cuslomer Hqual 
variances 
assumed 
liqual 
variances not 
assumed 
000 987 115 54 
127 51 492 
909 
899 
1 808 
I 808 
15 707 -29 683 33 299 
14 231 -26 756 30 372 
Hours Service Train lujual 
variances 
assumed 
liqiial 
variances not 
assumed 
144 708 996 23 
1002 22 916 
330 
327 
20 122 
20 122 
20 198 -21662 61.905 
20 078 -21 421 61654 
Table 34. (continued) 
I lours 
I'roduciyConstnici 
l-qual 
variances 
assunicil 
l-qual 
variances not 
assumed 
I .evcne's Test for 
iii|ualit> of 
Variances l-tesi lor lu)uality of Means 
')5% Conndence 
interval oftlie 
DilTcrcncc 
.Sig. 
Sig. Mean Std. lirror 
df (2-lailed) DilTcrcncc DilTcrcncc 
l.owo 
r Upper 
76.235 .000 -.52') 
-.52<> 3.215 
.616 -14.000 
.631 -14.000 
26.480 -78.8 50.793 
26.480 -95.2 67.174 
Hours Basic Train liquul 
variances 
assumed 
r.qual 
variances not 
assumed 
10861 .003 -1.524 25 
-1.466 12.088 
.140 
.168 
-60.81 
-60.81 
39.91 -143 21 39 
41.47 -151 29.48 
-J O 
Hours Safety Train l-qual 
variances 
assumed 
l-lqual 
variances not 
assiniicd 
8.342 006 1.576 46 
1.206 17.214 
.122 23.9080 15.1681 -6,62 54.4398 
.244 23.9080 19.8174 -17.9 65.6795 
I lours 
Comm/Dcv/Quality 
Ivqnal 
variances 
assimted 
liqual 
v ariances not 
assumed 
3.714 .058 .426 65 
1384 51.691 
,159 
.172 
13.01 
13.01 
9.13 -5.21 31,24 
9,40 -5 85 31,88 
I lours Other Training l-!qual 
variances 
assumed 
liqual 
variances not 
assumed 
,014 .910 -424 
-.409 3.411 
,682 -23,2500 54.8923 -147 100.92-I9 
.707 -23 2500 56,8887 -193 146,0519 
Table 35. Hours of each type of formal training received in the last 12 months, compared by gender. 
Tlour^Ianagoiicnr 
l.cvcnc's Tobl fur 
l:(|iulily III' 
V.uiaiKcs l-lcsl I'lii Iu|ualily of Means 
Sig (ir 
Mc.m 
Sig DilTotcn Sill lirtor 
(2-lailcd) CO Diffcrcncc 
95'?o Confidence 
Inlervalof the 
Difference 
I.owet Upper 
itqual 
variances 
assumed 
lii|ual 
variances not 
assumed 
4 686 039 -935 27 
-1 283 19 343 
358 .80816 
215 -80816 
8 641)8 -25 8110 
6 3003 -21 2524 
9 6478 
5 0892 
Hours I'rof/'I'cch i:i|iial 
variances 
assumed 
i:(|iial 
variances nol 
assumed 
1216 275 • 704 59 
• 773 58 981 
484 
443 
•3 73 
• 3 73 
5 30 .14 33 
483 -13 39 
6 87 
5 93 
Hours Computer Train 1-quaT 
variances 
assumed 
i'iqual 
variances not 
assumed 
7 485 007 I 536 95 128 57 00 
1276 39 995 209 57 00 
37 II -16 66 130 66 
44 67 -33 29 147 28 
Hours Clerical/Admin l'A|ual 
variances 
assumed 
l'!i|ual 
variances not 
assumed 
2 447 146 - 361 
•461 7 297 
725 
658 
-22 95 
-22 95 
63 57 -162 87 
49 76 -139 65 
116 97 
93.75 
Hours Salcs.'Cu5lomer l'!(|ual 
variances 
assumed 
Hqual 
variances nol 
assumed 
I 021 323 - 428 673 -14 69 
- 495 16 112 637 -14 69 
34 32 -85 87 
29 67 -77 55 
56 49 
4H 18 
Hours Service 1'rain liqual 
variances 40 874 000 2 369 12 1)35 315667 13 3227 2 5390 60 5943 
assumed 
liqual 
van.incesnm 1771 4 248 147 315667 17 8226 -16 7980 799313 
assumed 
Tabic 35. (continued) 
Lcvcnc's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 
Sig. 
(2-taile 
d) 
Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
F Sig. t df Difference Difference Lower Upper 
Hours 
Product/Construct 
Equal variances 
assumed 
l:qunl variances 
not assumed 
* ' 
.555 2 .635 2.67 
2.67 
4,81 -18,02 23.35 
Hours Basic Train Equal variances 
assumed 
2.251 .162 -.665 II .520 -2.86 4,30 -12,33 6,61 
Equal variances 
not assumed -.865 10.747 .406 -2.86 3.31 -10.16 4,44 
Hours Safety Train Equal variances 
assumed 
9.946 .004 1.484 31 .148 11.6964 7.8822 -4.3794 7.7722 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.831 6.236 ,436 11.6964 14.0705 -22.4191 5.8120 
Hours Equal variances 
Comm/Dev/Quality assumed .364 .551 .463 32 .646 3.92 8.47 -13.32 21.17 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.461 30.648 .648 3.92 8.51 -13.45 21.29 
Hours Other 12 Equal variances 
assumed 
.208 .658 .215 10 .834 11.2222 52.2820 105.2692 127.71 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.201 3.126 .853 11.2222 55.9388 162.7995 185.24 
Table 36. Hours of each type of informal training received in the last 12 months, compared by gender. 
1 cvenc's icsl 
tor i-qiuility ol 
Vaii.iiiLCs lor or Means 
nour^lanaycrncm 
vnhnnccs 
assumed 
Itqua) 
Vtiriiinccs 
not nssutncil 
Sig. tir 
Sig. 
(2-lailc 
il) 
Menu 
DUTcicnt' Sill liniii 
DillorcMcc 
')5°» C'i)iifiilciicc 
Irilciviil of llic 
DilToicncc 
I owcr UpiKf 
I W1 177 :k'I l <>  
2«9 10 15') 
lib 
77S 
I (HI 
I 00 
.1 K. -6.11 
-A 70 
8.14 
8,70 
Hours iVof/Tcch |{qu.il 
van.iiiccs 
iissiinicd 
l:(|iial 
variances 
not assuincti 
9()ll 0(14 •I (i.U .V) 
0.1U 32 550 
I I I  
027 
•25 68 
•25 68 
15 74 •57 52 
II II -48.10 
ft 15 
-.107 
Hours Conipulcr Tram l'!qual 
variances 
assumed 
iiqual 
variances 
not assuincil 
120 7.10 2.14 6(1 
270 65 421 
815 
788 
I ')8 
I ')8 
8 47 -14 9.1 
7 .14 •12 67 
I8')0 
16 64 
-J U» 
I louts Clcrical/Ailmm r.(|ual 
variances 
assumed 
i'Alual 
variances 
iiol assumed 
.1 55.1 084 •917 
-I 0()9 7 012 
.177 
.120 
-.11 .18 
-.11 18 
.14 21 •105 91 
29 14 • 100 68 
4.1 16 
.17 9.1 
Hours Sales'Cusloiner l;i|ual 
variances 
assumed 
I'iqual 
variances 
not assumed 
5.191 0.14 •I 611 16 
•161.1 8 0(>8 
126 
145 
•13 50 
-13 50 
8 37 -31 24 
8.17 -.12 77 
4 24 
5,77 
Hours Servicc Train l'!(]ual 
variances 
assumed 
liqual 
variances 
iiol assumed 
I 886 200 • 698 
• 998 7 515 
.501 
351) 
•9 63 
-9 61 
13 78 -40 33 
9 65 -32 13 
21 08 
12 88 
Tabic 36. (conlinuod) 
Lcvcnc's Test for 
r-quality of 
Variances t-tesl for Hqualily of Means 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Sig. Mean Std. Error 
I- Sig. t df (2-tailed) Difference Difference l.ower Upper 
Hours 
Product/Construct 
Equal variances 
assumed 
.121 .745 .348 4 .745 .50 1.44 -3.49 4.49 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.378 2.579 .734 .50 1.32 -4.13 5.13 
Hours Basic Train Equal variances 
assumed 
11.397 .020 .611 5 .568 2.58 4.23 -8.29 13.46 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.522 2.182 .650 2.58 4.95 -17.10 22.27 
Hours Safety Train Equal variances 
assumed 
8.537 .014 1.145 II .277 17.550 15.328 -16.19 51.286 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
.891 4.114 .422 17.550 19.694 -36.54 71.639 
Hours 
Comm/Dcv/Quality 
Equal variances 
assumed 
8.252 .008 -1.296 24 .207 -5.923 4.569 -15.35 3.508 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
-1.296 13.098 .217 -5.923 4.569 -15.79 3.941 
IS 
received significantly (t. [32.550]=-2.312. e=-027. 2-tailed) more hours of informal 
professional/technical training than men in the sample. 
H. Do Missed Opportunities to Participate in Training and Development Activities Affect 
Employees' Wages and Their Ability to be Promoted? 
The final research question concerns missed opportunities for training and development, i.e.. 
instances in which employees were denied the opportunity to participate or declined 
participation, and employee pay increases and promotions. A series of two-way contingency 
analyses were conducted to compare the answers to questions about denied opportunities, at 
various times during employment, with the answers to questions about pay increases, also at 
various times during employment. Similar tests compared denied opportunities and promotions. 
A separate series of contingency analyses compared declined opportunities with pay increases 
and with promotions—all at various times during employment. 
1. Denied Opportunities and Pav Increases 
Respondents were asked three times if they had been denied the opportunity to participate in 
training, i.e.. I) had they ever been denied formal training. 2) had they been denied formal 
training in the past 12 months, and 3) had they been denied informal training in the past 12 
months. Of the 208 respondents who answered the first question about ever being denied 
participation, question 4 in the survey, only 37 answered affirmatively. As Table 37 indicates, 
none of these 37 failed to receive a raise. Table 38 shows the comparison of employees ever 
denied training and ever receiving a pay raise. There is a statistically significant association 
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Table 37. Comparison of employees ever wanting formal training and ever receiving a raise. 
Ever Want Formal 
Training 
no yes Total 
tver Receive no Count 
% within Ever Want 
Formal Trainins 
yes Count 
% within Ever Want 
Formal Training 
22 .00 22 
12.9% 0% 10.6% 
149 37 186 
87.1% 100.0% 89.4% 
171 37 208 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Total Count 
% within Ever Want 
Formal Training 
Table 38. Cross tabulation of ever wanting formal training and ever receiving a raise. 
Asymp. Sig. E.xact Sig. Exact Sig. 
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 5.525" 1 .051 
Continuity Correction ^ 4.050 1 .044 
Likelihood Ratio 9.165 1 .002 
Fisher's E.xact Test .016 .010 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 5.298 1 .021 
N of Valid Cases 208 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
b- I cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
3.91. 
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between receiving a raise and not recording any instances of being denied the opportunity to 
participate in desired training. 
No statistically significant relationships were found between the receipt of a raise at any 
time and wanting some denied formal or informal training in the past 12 months. In addition, 
no significant relationships were discovered between the receipt of a raise in the past 12 
months and wanting training that had been denied at any time during employment. 
2. Denied Opportunities and Promotions 
The next series of two-way contingency tests compared the "yes" or "no" responses 
about receiving promotions to wanting training that had been denied. In all the comparisons, 
i.e.. of ever receiving a promotion or receiving a promotion in the last 12 months to being 
denied training of any kind during any time, no statistically significant (£ < .05) relationships 
were uncovered. 
3. Refused Opportunities and Pav Raises 
Figure 3 shows from which questions data were pulled to compare pay raises with 
refused opportunities to participate in training and development. No statistically significant 
relationships were found between ever receiving a raise and refusing to participate in any 
kind of training at any time. 
A significant relationship was detected between receiving a raise in the last 12 months 
and not ever refusing training. Tables 39 and 40 present the results of this two-way 
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contingency test. The chi-square test assumption of expected frequency /e > 5 in all cells is 
violated, so Fishers exact test is used, i.e.. e=. 010. 2-sided and 2=- 007. 1- sided. 
Raises Ever (Question 2): Ever Refused Formal Training (Question 7) 
Refused Formal Training Past 12 Months (Question 16) 
Refused Informal Training Past 12 Months (Question 25) 
I Raises Past 12 Months: 
( Q u e s t i o n  1 1 )  
Ever Refused Formal Training (Question 7) 
Refused Formal Training Past 12 Months (Question 16) 
Refiased Informal Training Past 12 Months (Question 25) 
Figure 3. Order of contingency analyses comparing refused opportunities to pay raises 
4. Refused Opportunities and Promotions 
The next set of contingency tables probes for associations between the receipt of 
promotions and refusing training. Figure 4 provides the data used for the tests. 
Promotions Ever (Question 3): Ever Refused Formal Training (Question 7) 
Refused Formal Training Past 12 Months (Question 16) 
Refused Informal Training Past 12 Months (Question 25) 
Promotions Past 12 Months: Ever Refused Formal Training (Question 7) 
(Question 12) Refused Formal Training Past 12 Months (Question 16) 
-• Refused Informal Training Past 12 Months (Question 25) 
Figure 4. Order of contingency analyses comparing refused opportunities and promotion 
79 
Table 39. Employees ever refusing formal training and receiving a raise in past 12 months. 
Ever Refused Train 
no yes Total 
Raise in past no Count 32 32 
12 months % within Ever 18.0% 15.6% Refused Train 
yes Count 146 27 173 
% within Ever 
Refused Train 82.0% 100.0% 84.4% 
Total Count 178 27 205 
% within Ever 
Refused Train 100.0% 
100.0% 100.0% 
Table 40. Cross-tabulation of respondents ever refusing formal training and receiving a raise 
in past 12 months. 
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. Exact Sig. 
Value df (2-sided) (2-sided) (1-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square I .016 
Continuity Correctiorf 4.468 1 .035 
Likelihood Ratio 9.893 1 .002 
Fisher's E.xact Test .010 .007 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 5.724 1 
.017 
N of Valid Cases 205 
Computed only for a 2x2 table 
t*- 1 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
4.21. 
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No statistically significant (£ < .05) relationships were uncovered in any of these 
comparisons. 
1. Additional Analyses 
A test was conducted to determine if the number of pay raises and the number of 
promotions are related. Table 41 presents the Pearson's correlation results. The number of 
pay raises an employee receives appears to be highly correlated with the number of 
promotions received. In fact, the only comparison conducted that was not significantly 
correlated is the number of promotions received in the past 12 months and the number of 
raises ever received from the current employer. 
Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the distribution of annual earnings by gender. The gender wage 
gap is evident in the sample—male employees have higher armual earnings than women. 
Table 42 displays descriptive data of annual earnings by gender. The results of the 
independent t-test exhibited in Table 43 indicate that the difference is significant, t (93.94)= 
4.754, 2= 000. 2-taiIed. 
Additional explanations for the gender wage inequity were explored, including education 
and job level. Employees were asked to specify the highest educational level they had 
completed (see Figure 2). The highest frequency of response is "bachelor's degree"; 37 
percent of the employees who answered this question indicated that they had received this 
degree. The next highest frequency is "associate degree", with 20 percent of respondents 
reporting this educational level. Almost 15 percent of all respondents have graduate or 
professional degrees, and only one percent (2 people) report that they have not completed the 
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Table 41. Correlation between Raises and Promotions. 
No. No. No. Raises No. 
Raises Promotions Past 12 Promotions 
Ever Ever Mo. Past 12 Mo. 
No. Raises Ever Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-taiIed) 
N 
1.00 
196 
.627»* 
.000 
194 
.261"" 
.000 
179 
-.037 
.616 
190 
No. Promotions Ever Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
n" 
.611** 
.000 
194 
1.000 
208 
.183' 
.012 
189 
.280** 
.000 
202 
No. Raises 
Past 12 Mo. 
Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
.261 •» 
.000 
179 
.183* 
.012 
189 
1.000 
192 
.202* • 
.005 
191 
No. Promotions 
Past 12 Mo. 
Pearson 
Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 
-.037 
.616 
190 
.280** 
.000 
202 
.202** 
.005 
191 
LOGO 
206 
1 = 5,000- 9,999 9= 
2 = 10,000-14,999 10 
3 = 15,000-19.999 11 
4 = 20.000-24,999 12 
5 = 25.000-29.999 13 
6= 30.000-34.999 14 
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Figure 5. Boxplot of Annual Earnings by Gender 
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female 
Figure 6. Distribution of Annual Earnings by Gender 
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Table 42. Descriptive Data comparing Annual Earnings by Gender. 
Std. Std. Error 
Gender N Mean Deviation Mean 
Annual Earnings male 61 9.02 3.62 .46 
female 144 6.53 2.89 .24 
Table 43. Independent t-tests comparing annual earnings by gender. 
Levene's Test 
for Equality 
of Variances 
Sig. 
t-test for Equality of Means 
df 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differ-
erence 
Std. Error 
Differ-
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
ence Lower Upper 
Annual Equal 
Earnings variances 
assumed 
7.810 .006 5.203 203 .000 2.48 .48 1.54 3.42 
Equal 
variances 2.48 .52 1.45 3.52 
not 
assumed 
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12"^ grade. 
Figure 7 graphs employee educational level by gender. The lines representing male and 
female employee are almost parallel, although two female employees do not have a high 
school diploma or GED while all male employees do. Interestingly, these two female 
employees report the receipt of training, as do most people in the survey. As Figure 8 and 
Table 44 show, the employees who most frequently report the non-receipt of training are 
people who have attended college but do not have a degree; 20 percent of employees in this 
educational group have not received training from their current employer. 
Table 45 details occupational job classification by gender. The single largest group of 
female respondents who specified both job title and gender is employed in the 
clerical/administrative support category (34 percent). The single largest group of male 
respondents, on the other hand, is the managerial/administrative category (35 percent). The 
average hourly wage for administrative support personnel was SI 1.50 in 1997. according to 
the U.S. Department of Labors 1997 National Compensation Survey (U.S. Department of 
Labor. BLS. 2000a). E.xecutives, administrators and managers were paid an average of 
$30.85 per hour. Thus, more than a third of the male respondents were in occupations that 
paid more than the occupations in which about a third of female respondents were employed. 
A two-way analysis of variance was conducted to evaluate the relationship of gender and 
job title to an employee's annual earnings. Table 46 displays the results. The ANOVA 
indicated no significant effect for gender, F (1, 182)=.469, £=.494. partial ri" = .00 but a 
significant effect for job title. F (9. 182)=11.001, g= <.001, ti" =.35. There is an interaction 
between gender and job title, F (8,182)= 1.946, -056, t)" =. 08, but with a < .05. this 
interaction is not significant. 
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Gender 
ma c 
female 
Figure 7. Survey respondents by educational level and gender (missing cases omitted) 
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80 
Ever Rcccivc Train 
no 
vcs 
6. 
Figure 8. Employees who received training by educational level (missing cases omitted). 
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Table 44. Training ever received by education level. 
Count 
Highest Ed Level 
12th or 
less—no 
diploma 
high 
school 
graduate 
some 
college. graduate/ 
no associate bachelor profess 
degree dearee dearee dearee Total 
Ever Receive 
Training 
Total 
no 
ves 17 
17 
7 
28 
35 
4 
37 
41 
1 
73 
74 
1 
29 
30 
13 
186 
199 
89 
Table 45. Occupational Job Title by Gender 
Gender 
male female Total 
Clerical and Count 10 49 59 
Administrative Support % within Job Title 16.9% 83.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -2.5 2.5 
Managerial and Count 21 30 51 
Administrative % within Job Title 41.2% 58.8% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 2.1 -2.1 
Professional Count 3 15 18 
% within Job Title 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.3 1.3 
Computer Occupations Count 13 8 21 
% within Job Title 61.9% 38.1% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 3.4 -3.4 
Service Count 1 2 3 
% within Job Title 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .1 -.1 
Sales Count 0 2 2 
% within Job Title .0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.9 .9 
Top Management Count 2 1 3 
% within Job Title 66.7% 33.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual 1.4 -1.4 
Physicians Count 1 1 2 
% within Job Title 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual .6 -.6 
Health Care Count 8 30 38 
Maintenance/Treating % within Job Title 21.1% 78.9% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -1.3 1.3 
Other Health Professions Count 1 5 6 
% within Job Title 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 
Adjusted Residual -.7 .7 
Total Count 60 143 203 
% within Job Title 29.6% 70.4% 100.0% 
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Table 46. Test of between-subjects effects 
Dependent Variable: Annual Earnings 
Type III 
Sum of Mean 
Source Squares df Square F Sig. Eta Squared 
Corrected Model 1049.366'* IS 58.298 9.606 .000 .487 
Intercept 2847.179 1 2847.18 469.124 .000 .720 
GENDER 2.846 1 2.846 .469 .494 .003 
JOBTITLE 600.915 9 66.768 11.001 .000 .352 
GENDER • 
JOBTITLE 94.496 8 1 1 . 8 1 2  1.946 .056 .079 
Error 1 104.584 182 6.069 
Total 12788.0 201 
Corrected Total 2153.950 200 
R Squared = .487 (Adjusted R Squared = .436) 
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V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 
A. Summary of Findings 
1. General Observations 
Almost all employees who completed the survey received formal training at some time 
from their current employers, and a large majority received both formal and informal training 
in the past 12 months. Table 47 displays the percentages of employees who reported the 
receipt of training in this study compared to the employees who participated in the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics" (BLS) 1995 survey of formal and informal training received by employees 
(U.S. Department of Labor. BLS. 1996). Participants in this study were asked to record all 
employer-provided informal training in the past 12 months; there is no similar question in the 
BLS study. The BLS survey did. however, capture information about the receipt of informal 
training at some time from the current employer, and those results are indicated. 
As Table 47 illustrates, more respondents in this survey reported receiving formal 
training from their current employer than did the respondents in the 1995 BLS survey. There 
are plausible explanations for these differences, e.g.. more than 19 percent of the 
respondents, all from Company C. are medical professionals. Many medical professionals 
are compelled to participate in regular training to maintain licensure. Also, only companies 
that offered workplace education were included in this study, whereas it appears that the BLS 
selected companies without regard to whether employer-provided training was available. In 
addition, the BLS survey included companies of all sizes. One of the findings of the BLS 
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Table 47. Percent of employees who reported receiving training in this study and in the 1995 
BLS survey 
Present Survey BLS Survey 
Formal training ever 
received from current 
employer 92.5 84.4 
Formal training received in 
past 12 months 84 69.8 
Informal training ever 
received from current 95.8 
employer 
Informal training received 
in past 12 months 72.6 
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study was that small companies, i.e., those with 50-99 employees, provided fewer training 
and development opportunities than larger companies. 
Still, when the employees of companies in this study—all companies that employ more 
than 500 employees—are compared with the employees of companies of more than 500 in 
the BLS study, a larger percentage of employees in this study reported receiving training. In 
the BLS study, for example, 87.7 percent of the employees of companies of 500 or more 
reported receiving formal training at some time from their employer, while 71.0 percent of 
the employees in these large companies noted that they had received formal training in the 
past 12 months. 
It is tempting to surmise that employers are providing formal training and development to 
more employees or that more employees are taking advantage of existing opportunities. 
Such a conclusion would be foolhardy. It is possible that the three employers in this study 
have always provided formal training to most of their employees; without comparative 
training data from previous years, no conclusions can be reached. In any event, the practices 
of these three large employers cannot be generalized to the population of employers, 
whatever the size. 
[t is puzzling that a larger percentage of employees in this study did not report the receipt 
of informal training. As Lowenstein and Spletzer (1998) note, it is reasonable to expect that 
all employees will receive informal training. Perhaps respondents did not consider informal 
instruction as training, in spite of the directive to read the definitions of formal and informal 
training before answering any questions. Perhaps the definition of informal training is 
inadequate. It is also possible that employees reported receiving more formal training than 
informal training because of question placement: Questions about informal training appear 
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near the end of the survey, while questions about formal training are at the beginning. 
Perhaps respondents grew weary of answering questions and checked "no" to the question 
about receipt of informal training in the last 12 months rather than complete an additional 
series of questions. In fact, only three people failed to answer the first question on the 
surv ey, asking if the employee had ever received formal training from the current employer. 
However. 11 people did not answer the question about informal training in the past 12 
months, which appeared near the end of the survey. 
Seventy percent of the survey respondents are female. While none of the companies in 
the sur\'ey provided data about the gender composition of their employee populations, other 
than to note that they met the parameters of the study (i.e.. neither gender comprised 80 
percent or more of the employee population), it is likely that, based on the kind of work 
conducted in each of these companies, they employ a larger percentage of women than men. 
Thus, the high concentration of female respondents is not surprising. 
More than 75 percent of the employees who participated in formal workplace education 
in the 1995 BLS survey received training in classes or workshops conducted by company 
employees. Sixty-seven percent of the employees in this survey received formal training in 
that manner. A third of the employees in this survey attended training events conducted by 
outside trainers or businesses, compared to 48 percent of the employees in the BLS survey. 
Few, 12 percent in this survey and 17 percent in the BLS survey, took courses at educational 
institutions paid for by their employer. 
The benefit received from participating in formal training cited by the highest number of 
respondents was "lezimed a valuable skill that improved my job performance." This was also 
the benefit cited by the largest percentage of BLS survey participants. Participants were 
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asked later in the survey to write an answer to the question. "What happened after you 
received the informal or on-the-job training (for example. I received a promotion, my 
salary/wages increased, nothing happened to me)?" A third of the participants did not 
answer the question. Thirty-nine percent said that nothing happened to them because of 
participation. 
2. Specific Observations 
This study examined the relationship between employer-provided training and 
development and employee wages and promotions. Three research questions were 
investigated: 1) is there a correlation betvs'een the training and development an employer 
provides and increases in wages or promotions received by the employee; 2) are there 
differences in the amount or kinds of training and development received by male employees 
versus female employees and: 3) do missed opportunities to participate in training and 
development activities affect employees' wages and promotions? 
li was hypothesized that, consistent with the findings of Bassi (1995). Pergamit and 
Veum (1995). and others, training receipt would correlate with wage increases or 
promotions. To test these hypotheses, analyses using the Pearson product moment 
correlation and the Pearson chi-squared tests were conducted. Significant, positive 
relationships were found between respondents' receipt of formal training at any period 
studied and the receipt of a promotion at some time from the current employer. No evidence 
of an association between informal training and promotions was found. 
Contrary to the conclusions of Bartel (1995). Bassi. Kxueger and Rouse (1998) and Veum 
(1995). no significant relationships were revealed between raises and either formal or 
informal training. Ninety percent of the survey respondents had received a raise at some 
point during their current employment, and 83 percent of all participants received a raise in 
the last 12 months. The percentages of survey participants who received training during 
those same time periods are very similar, at 93 percent and 84 percent, respectively. It 
appears that most employees received wage increases, perhaps cost-of-living adjustments, 
without regard to whether or not they participated in training. 
The receipt of promotions and the receipt of wage increases, on the other hand, were 
found to be significantly related at almost every level. These findings are congruent with 
those of Pergamit and Veum (1995). Additional analyses revealed that the number of pay 
raises and promotions received by employees in the study were significantly correlated. 
Since these analyses do not indicate which condition, i.e.. the receipt of training or the receipt 
of a promotion, prompts the other, it is not clear whether training begets promotions or 
promotions engender training. It is likely that the receipt of a promotion, whether before or 
after training, will be accompanied by a pay increase. 
The median annual wages for men in the study were higher than the median for women. 
A series of two-way contingency analyses and independent t-tests were conducted to probe 
for gender differences in the amounts or kinds of training and development activities 
received by employees. No significant relationships were observed in the comparisons of 
gender to the overall receipt of formal training over employees' entire careers with their 
current employers, but a significant gender relationship was uncovered in the receipt of 
formal training in the past 12 months: male employees were significantly more likely than 
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female employees to have received formal training in the past 12 months. Female employees 
reported the receipt of more informal training, but the differences were not significant. 
An extensive series of tests were conducted to determine if there are gender differences in 
the receipt of any kind of training. Based on the results of two-way contingency analyses, 
men were significantly more likely than women to have received formal 
professional/technical training at some time from their current employer. They were also 
significantly more likely than women to have received formal computer training, at some 
time while working for the current employer and in the last 12 months. A larger percentage 
of men in the study reported that they participated in management training than did women: 
however, these differences were not statistically significant. 
Additional tests were conducted to investigate gender differences in the hours of training 
received. A series of t-tests revealed only one significant relationship between the hours of 
training received and gender: Women received significantly more hours of informal 
professional/technical training than men in the study. 
Why did men report the receipt of formal professional/technical training more often than 
women in the study, while women reported the receipt of more hours of informal 
professional/technical training? Some examination of this type of training is in order, 
particularly given the fact that more respondents indicated the receipt of 
professional/technical training than any other training type except computer training. 
Professional and technical skills training is defined in this survey as "training in such 
professional areas as engineering, nursing, accounting, science, law, medicine, education, 
business or in such technical areas as drafting, electronics or medical technology." 
Considering the predictions of the business writers and adult educators reflected at the 
beginning of this study, as well as the forecasts of many other human resources experts, the 
skills that make an employee attractive in the 21^' century will be very different than those 
valued in employees in the second half of the last century. Employees will also pursue verv' 
different career paths, according to these theorists. Simonsen (2000). for example, 
anticipates the ascendance of the "expert career", i.e.. a career in which a person's expertise, 
rather than position, is valued. "As organizations require fewer managers but need all the 
state-of-the-art skill they can get. this career pattern may become predominant" (Simonsen. p. 
40). An expert will not have to rely on an organization for promotions or job security, 
because his or her skills are easily transferable to another organization. However, the expert 
must continuously develop expertise. As Simonsen noted. "It will mean running fast to keep 
abreast of changes in your profession" (p. 40). Perhaps employers are recognizing these 
future needs and ensuring that their male employees are formally prepared for the emerging 
world of work. Or perhaps male employees are self-selecting professional and technical 
training in recognition of its importance. E.\planations other than gender discrimination or 
self-selection are difficult to infer. 
There is no apparent reason why women reported the receipt of more informal 
professional/technical training hours than men. A large number of survey respondents from 
Company C are nurses; since the definition of professional and technical training refers to 
nursing training, it was briefly theorized that Company C employees influenced this result. 
Additional tests were conducted to determine if respondents of any of the three companies 
reported significant difference in the number of professional/technical training hours by 
gender. None did. Why differences exist in professional and technical training by gender is 
an area for further research. 
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Thus, the second research hypothesis, i.e., that male employees would report participating 
in more employer-provided training and development activities than the female employees, is 
confirmed, at least with respect to formal training. As noted, men reported the receipt of 
formal professional and technical skills training more frequently than women. Men also 
reported the receipt of formal computer training more frequently than women, though the 
receipt of computer training, according to Constantine and Neumark (1996). is not associated 
with higher wages. Women reported receiving more training hours in only one area, i.e.. 
informal professional/technical training. 
Additional analyses were conducted to investigate other possible explanations for the 
gender wage inequity. Since education is a predicator of training, education levels by gender 
were compared. The educational levels of the men and women in this study are almost 
identical. Only 13 employees reported not ever receiving some training from the current 
employer and. of those, the highest concentration (seven) were people who had attended 
college but had no degree. 
A two-way analysis of variance revealed that neither gender nor the interaction of gender 
and job titles significantly affected respondents' annual wages; however, employees" job 
titles do significantly affect annual wages. The single largest group of female respondents is 
in an occupational category that provides a lower average, hourly wage than the occupational 
categor>' in which the single largest group of male respondents was employed. 
No previous studies were found that investigated missed opportunities for training and 
development with the current employer. It was theorized that employees who indicated that 
they were not allowed to participate in training because the employer prevented it would 
report that the decision affected his or her wage increases or promotional opportunities. It 
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was further hypothesized that employees who choose not to participate in training would 
report no adverse effects because of those decisions. 
Perhaps the most surprising finding of the study was how few employees miss the 
opportunity to participate in training and development. Only 18 percent of the respondents 
indicated that they had ever been denied the opportunity to participate in training. Most of 
the reasons cited for not being allowed to participate are, arguably, within the control of the 
employer, e.g., not enough money in the budget, manager resistance, etc. 
An even smaller number of survey respondents, only 13 percent, said that they had ever 
refused to participate in training and development activities offered by the employer. As 
reasons for refusing the training, many of these employees said that they did not believe that 
they would gain anything from it. 
Respondents mentioned few adverse consequences from non-participation. A majority of 
the employees denied access to training at some time indicate that nothing important 
happened to them because of the denial. A larger majority of employees who refused 
training at some time make the same claim. Thus, the final hypothesis is not supported: 
Whatever the reason for nonparticipation in training, most employees do not believe their 
wages or promotional opportunities are affected. 
The results of contingency tests suggest that employees" perceptions about the 
consequences of missing workplace education are accurate. No relationship was found 
between the employee's receipt of a raise or a promotion and the denial of desired training. 
Nor does there appear to be a relationship between the refusal to participate in training and 
wage increases or promotions. The only two significant relationships uncovered in these 
areas involved not being denied access nor refusing participation: There is a statistically 
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significant relationship between ever receiving a raise and not recording any instances of 
being denied desired training. There is also a significant relationship between receiving a 
raise in the last 12 months and never refusing any training. 
B. Implications of the Findings 
The aggregate effect of these findings, i.e.. that training and promotions were related, that 
promotions led to wage increases and that men received more formal training and higher 
wages than women suggests that formal training is an important determinant of the gender 
wage gap. Yet. few employees of either gender reported that they were denied or refused 
training. How could men have received more formal training than women, despite the 
reports from the female respondents that they were neither denied nor reflised training? 
The results of the two-way ANOVA (Table 46) investigating annual earnings indicated a 
significant effect for job title. As shown in Table 45. while the majority of respondents in the 
managerial/administrative category are women (30 women compared to 21 men), a higher 
percentage of men (35 percent) are in this category, compared to all male respondents, than 
women managers and administrators (21 percent), when compared to all female respondents. 
In addition, two of the three employees categorized as "top management" are men. Knoke 
and Ishio (1998) and Veum (1996) found that workers in managerial and executive positions 
are more likely to receive training than are other workers. Thus, it is possible that the 
managers and executives in the study were offered more training opportunities than 
employees in other job categories. It is conceivable that employees in these other job 
categories were not aware of the kinds of training opportunities afforded the managers and 
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executives; thus, these workers could logically report that they were neither denied training 
nor refused it. 
If managers and executives are afforded more training opportunities than other 
employees, employers can remedy this inequity. Employers can take overt action to provide 
formal managerial and executive training to women. Employees can make it their business 
to become aware of all training opportunities, particularly the kinds of training offered people 
at the managerial and executive level that will allow them to reach management ranks. 
C. Limitations of the Study 
.A^n important limitation of any study that relies on a questionnaire to obtain information 
is the reliability of self-report. In this study, participants were asked to provide information 
about events that occurred at any time during their employment. For some employees, this 
cov ered many years. In addition, employees selected to participate had to be able to read and 
\s rite English to complete the survey. While it cannot be determined if any employees 
choose not to return the survey for this reason, it is possible. 
A further limitation is that the study is confined to workplace education provided by the 
current employer. More than a third of the employees report working for this employer for 
two years or less. Thus, it is impossible to determine how previous training and development 
affected the receipt of wages and promotions at the current employer. It is also not possible 
to determine the effect of training and development obtained by the employee, i.e.. education 
pursued and paid for by the employee rather than the employer. 
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Seventy percent of the respondents in this study are female. In a more balanced study, an 
equal number of responses would have been obtained from men and women. While analyses 
revealed statistically significant differences among men and women in the study, more 
equivalent data would increase the likelihood of obtaining equal standard errors from the two 
groups. Hence, a more informed judgment could be made about any observed differences. 
Fewer employees than expected indicated the receipt of informal training in the last 12 
months. Respondents' written reasons for non-participation in informal training allude to 
confusion with questions about informal training or its definition. One respondent, for 
example, said that the reason he or she was denied participation in informal training was 
because the class was too large. The existence of a class suggests that the training denied 
was formal training. In addition, seven employees supplied written reasons for their refusal 
to participate in informal training, though only two employees checked the box indicating 
that they had refused the training. A clearer definition of informal training may have 
prompted a stronger, more consistent response. 
A limitation and a surprising finding of the study was the small number of people who 
had ever been denied training or had refiised it. Had more people fallen into either categor\\ 
further analyses of the reasons for these missed opportunities would have been desirable. In 
addition, because no previous instrument for investigating or measuring missed opportunities 
was discovered, questions regarding participants" missed training opportunities were created 
for this study. Tlius. these original questions may not be the most successful or valid method 
of extracting information about missed opportunities. 
Company B only allowed employees in the Human Resources Department to participate 
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in the survey. Thus, both the selection of these nine people and the small number of 
participants are limitations. 
Finally, companies selected to participate in this study were required to provide training 
and development activities for their employees; they also had to have a proportionate number 
of men and women. These restrictions eliminated some industries, e.g.. manufacturing, and 
many small companies. The three companies that participated in the survey are large, and 
the employment is primarily white-collar. Thus, the results of the study can not be 
generalized to other environments. 
D. Further Research 
Most studies of employee training and development raise at least as many questions as they 
attempt to answer, and this study is no exception. A number of researchers concluded that 
employee training and development leads to higher wages and prom.ctions. and this study 
supports this relationship between training and promotions. It may be helpful to have a clearer 
understanding of what condition prompts the other, i.e., does training lead to the promotion or 
does the promotion lead to more training? 
If training and wages/promotions are related, why is this more apparent to employees than 
employers (see Jacobs. Lukens, & Useem. 1996)? Are there factors at work in either employee 
selection for training or wages/promotions about which only employers are aware? Or is it 
possible that employers are not cogni^nt of the connection between the training they provide 
and the consequences in wages/promotions for their employees? 
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Some researchers have determined that there is gender disparity in the receipt of training and 
development. This study uncovered gender disparity in the receipt of formal training, 
particularly in the receipt of professional/technical training. Future researchers may wish to 
investigate causes for these disparities. Do these differences occur because of employer 
discrimination, because male employees self-select participation in training and development 
opportunities more frequently than women, or because men are in positions that typically afford 
more training opportunities? Perhaps the jobs themselves are gender segregated, as Barron. 
Berger. and Black (1997b). Tarn (1997). and Tomaskovic-Dewey (1993) proposed, or [jerhaps 
there are some combinations of reasons. 
Many employees in the 21 century will work in small companies. Few studies have 
investigated workplace education in small companies, in part because few offer much formal 
training. It may be useful for future researchers to conduct qualitative studies to investigate 
employee training and development in small companies. 
The occurrences and consequences of missing training and development activities continues 
to be an area in which few significant results have been uncovered. Further study in this area is 
warranted. 
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APPENDIX A 
BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS* SURVEY OF EMPLOYEE TRAINING BENEFITS 
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Bureau of Labor Statistics" Survey of Employee Training Benefits 
Percent of employees (in establishments with 50 or more employees) noting receiving 
benefits from completing formal training activities while working for current employer ' 
Characteristic Percent 
Promotion received when training was satisfactorily completed 14 
Received a higher pay rate or bonus 19 
Completion certificate placed in file 47.9 
Training was necessary for future advancement 40.1 
Training was mandatory 70 
Learned valuable skill that improved job performance 78.1 
Helped employee stay current with new regulations, laws, and/or 66.1 
technologies 
Other 2.7 
No benefits 0.8 
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (1996). 
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APPENDIX B 
EMPLOYEE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Employee Questionnaire 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to leam more about the kinds of formal and on-the-job 
(informal training) your employer provides or pays for you to receive. It should take only 5-
15 minutes to complete. 
Your participation in completing this questionnaire is completely voluntary. Your individual 
answers are confidential and will be used for research purposes. Your employer may be 
supplied with summary data only that in no way identifies you or your answers. 
If you have any questions about this questionnaire or about the results, please feel free to 
contact either of the following: 
Mary Hultman 
1200 51"^ Street 
West Des Moines, lA 50266 
Ph (515)224-4075 
Email mahultman@home.com 
or 
Dr. Ellen Mullen 
Iowa State University 
College of Education 
Ames, Iowa 50011 -3195 
Ph (515)294-7292 
Email emullen@iastate.edu 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire! 
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Instructions 
The definition section describes formal and informal training; you will also find definitions 
for different areas of training. Please read these definitions before answering anv 
questions. Then, please answer the questions. 
Definitions 
Formal training is structured, defined instruction planned in advance to teach employees 
skills or give them information to help them to do their jobs better. 
Examples of formal training include: 
• attending a class conducted by an employee of your company or 
• attending a seminar given by an outside, professional trainer or 
• watching a planned audio-visual presentation or 
• participating in computer-based training (including training on the web or over the 
Internet). 
Informal or on-the-job training is unstructured, unplanned and easily adapted to situations 
or people. Examples of informal training include: 
• having a co-worker show you how to use a piece of equipment or 
• having a supervisor teach you a skill related to your job. 
1 
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Areas of training: 
> Management training is training in supervising and implementing employment practices. 
Examples include training in conducting employee appraisals, managing employees, resolving 
conflicts, following selection/hiring practices or implementing regulations and policies. 
> Professional and teciinical skills training is training in such professional areas as engineering, 
nursing, accounting, science, law, medicine, education, business or in such technical areas as 
drafting, electronics or medical technology. 
> Computer procedures, programming and software training includes instruction in computer 
literacy, security, programming, use of software and methods for developing software applications. 
> Clerical and administrative support sidlls training includes instruction in typing, data entry, 
filing, business correspondence and administrative recordkeeping (including budget and payroll). 
^ Sales and customer relations training ranges from learning how to maintain or improve customer 
relations to specific selling techniques. Learning how to deal with angry customers and learning 
information about specific product lines are examples of this type of training. 
> Servicc-related training is instruction in service occupations—food, cleaning, protective services 
or personal ser\'ices. Examples include training in waiting tables, conducting security work, 
providing care for children or the elderly, tailoring and barbering. 
> Production and construction related training is training in operating or repairing machinery or 
equipment; manufacturing, assembling, distributing, installing or inspecting goods; constructing, 
altering or maintaining building or other structures, etc. 
> Basic skills training includes instruction in reading, writing, arithmetic and English language 
skills, including English as a second language. 
> Occupational safety training provides information on safety hazards, procedures and regulations. 
> Communications, employee development and quality training includes instruction in public 
speaking, conducting meetings, writing, time management, leadership, working in teams/groups, 
employee involvement, total quality management, job reengineering. etc. 
112 
Questions 
1. While working for your current employer, have you EVER received formal training in 
any of the following areas? (Check all that apply, please.) 
I 11 received no formal training from my current employer. 
Training How many hours of this kind of training have you received? 
I I Management Training ( ) 
I I Professional/Technical Skills ( ) 
I I Computer procedures, programming, software ( ) 
I I Clerical/administrative skills ( ) 
I I Sales/customer relations ( ) 
! I Service-related training ( ) 
I I Production/construction related ( ) 
I I Basic skills ( ) 
r~l Occupational safety ( ) 
I I Communications, employee development. ( ) 
quality training 
I I Other (please describe and indicate hours received) 
2. While working for your current employer, have you EVER received a pay raise? 
• No 
I I Yes. If yes. please indicate how many pay raises you've received 
3. While working for your current employer, have you EVER received a promotion? 
• No 
I I Yes. If yes. please indicate how many promotions you've received 
3 
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4. Have you EVER wanted to go to or participate in formal training offered by your 
employer but you were not allowed to do so? ( If no, skip to question 7.) 
• Yes • No 
5. Why were you not allowed to participate? 
6. What kind of training did you want to go to or participate in? 
7. Have you EVER refused or declined to participate in formal training offered by your 
employer? (If no, skip to question 9.) 
• Yes • No 
8. Why didn't you participate in the training? 
I I I did not want to participate. 
I I I did not think I would gain anything from the training. 
I I I was so busy with work duties that I did not believe I could get away for the training 
and still complete my work. 
I I Other (please describe) 
9. What do you believe happened to you because you did not participate in the formal 
training, either because you were not allowed to participate or because you declined? 
I I Not applicable. I was not denied and did not refuse. 
I I Nothing. Not participating was not important. 
I I 1 did not receive a pay increase. 
I I 1 did not receive a promotion. 
I I Other (please describe) 
4  
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Note: Questions 10-19 are about the formal training you have received in the 
LAST 12 MONTHS from your current employer. 
10. In the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you received formal training from your current 
employer in any of the following areas? (Check all that apply.) 
I 11 received no formal training from my current employer. 
Training Hoiv many hours of this kind of training have you received? 
I I Management Training ( ) 
I I Professional/Technical Skills ( ) 
I I Computer procedures, programming, software ( ) 
I [Clerical/administrative skills ( ) 
I I Sales/customer relations ( ) 
I I Service-related training ( ) 
I I Production/construction related ( ) 
Q Basic skills ( ) 
• Occupational safety ( ) 
I [Communications, emplovee development. ( ) 
quality training 
Q Other (please describe and indicate hours received) 
11. While working for your current employer, have you received a pay raise in the LAST 12 
MONTHS? 
•No 
• Yes. If yes. please indicate how many pay raises you've received 
12. While working for your current employer, have you received a promotion in the LAST 
12 MONTHS? 
• No 
I I Yes. If yes. please indicate how many promotions you've received 
5 
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13, In the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you wanted to go to or participate in formal training 
offered by your employer but you were not allowed to do so? (If no, skip to question 16). 
I I Ves n No 
14. Why were you not allowed to participate? 
15. What kind of training did you want to go to or participate in? 
16. In the LAST 12 MONTHS, did you ever refuse or decline to participate in formal 
training offered by your employer? (If no, skip to question 18). 
I I Yes Q No 
17. Why didn't you participate in the training? 
I 11 did not want to participate. 
I |I did not think I would gain anything from the training. 
I |I was so busy with work duties that I did not believe I could get away for the training 
and still complete my work. 
QOther (please describe) 
18, What do you believe happened to you because you did not participate in the formal 
training, in the LAST 12 MONTHS, either because you were not allowed to 
participate or because you declined? 
QNot applicable. I was not denied and did not refiise 
QNothing. Not participating was not important. 
I |I did not receive a pay increase. 
I [I did not receive a promotion. 
I I Other (please describe) — 
6 
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19. In the LAST 12 MONTHS, how did you receive the formal training activity? 
(Check ail that apply). 
I I I did not receive any formal training from my current employer in the last 12 
months. 
I I Classes or workshops conducted by company employees 
I I Classes or workshops conducted by outside trainers or businesses 
I I Courses taken at educational institutions paid for by my employer 
I I Lectures, conferences or seminars 
I I Other (please describe) 
20. What benefit did you receive from completing the formal training activities you reported 
in Question 1 or 10? (Check all that apply.) 
QNo formal training in Question I or 10 
I I Promotion when training was satisfactorily completed or soon thereafter 
[^Received a higher pay rate or bonus 
[^Received a certificate or one was placed in my file 
QXhe training was necessary for future advancement 
nThe training was mandatory 
Q Learned valuable skill that improved my job performance 
Q Helped me stay current with new regulations, laws and/or technologies 
nOther (please describe) 
QNo benefit 
7  
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AVj/e. Questions 21-28 are about informal training >^02/ have received in the 
LAST 12 MONTHiS from your current employer. 
21, In the LAST 12 MONTHS, while working for your current employer, have you 
received informal or on-the-job training in any of the following areas? 
(Please check ail that apply.) 
I 11 received no informal training from my current employer 
Training How many hours of this kind of training have you received? 
I [Management Training ( ) 
nProfessional/Technical Skills ( ) 
I i Computer procedures, programming, software ( ) 
I I Clerical/administrative skills ( ) 
I [Sales/customer relations ( ) 
I [Service-related training ( ) 
I [Production/construction related ( ) 
QBasic skills ( ) 
[^Occupational safety ( ) 
[ [Communications, development and quality ( ) 
[ [Other (please describe) 
22. In the LAST 12 MONTHS, while working for your current employer, have you ever 
wanted to participate in informal training or on-the-job but you were not allowed to 
do so? (If no, skip to question 25.) 
• Yes • No 
23. Wliy were you not allowed to participate? 
8 
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24. What kind of informal training did you wish to participate in? 
25. In the LAST 12 MONTHS, have you refused or declined to participate in informal 
training offered by your employer? (If no, skip to question 27). 
•  Ves ' •  No 
26. Why didn't you participate in the informal training? 
I 11 did not want to participate. 
I 11 did not think I would gain anything from the training. 
I |I was so busy with work duties that I did not believe 1 could get away for the training 
and still complete my work. 
I I Other (please describe) 
27. What do you believe happened to you because you did not participate in the informal 
training, either because you were not allowed to participate or because you declined? 
QNot applicable. I was not denied and did not refuse 
[^Nothing. Not participating was not important. 
I 11 did not receive a pay increase. 
I |I did not receive a promotion. 
I I Other (please describe) 
28. What happened after you received the informal or on-the-job training (for example. I 
received a promotion, my salary/wages increased, nothing happened to me)? 
9  
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29. What is your current job title? 
30. What kind of work do you do in your current job (for example, type, answer customer 
calls, market products, etc.)? 
31. Do you super\'ise other employees? Q Yes Q No 
32. How many years have you worked for your current employer?_ 
33. How many hours a week do you usually work? 
34. Are you considered a fiall-time or part-time employee? 
I I Full time Q Part time 
35. Are you male or female? Q Male Q Female 
36. .Approximately how much do you earn per year including overtime, tips and 
commissions? 
• S5.000-9.999 • $50,000-54,999 
• 10.000-14.999 •$55,000-59.999 
• SI5.000-19.999 •$60,000-64,999 
• S20.000-24.999 • $65,000-69.999 
• S25.000-29.999 •$70,000-74,999 
• S30.000-34.999 • $75,000+ 
10 
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37. What is the highest educational level you have completed? 
{Check only one, please. ) 
I 112''^ grade or less—no diploma 
QHigh school graduate—diploma or GED 
QSome college but no degree 
[^Associate degree 
[^Bachelor's degree 
•Graduate or Professional school degree 
Please return your questionnaire as instructed. 
Thank you very much for your help. 
11 
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Letters Sent with Questionnaire 
TO: Selected Participant in Research Study 
RE: Employee Questionnaire on Training at Company A 
Ms. Mar\' Hultman. a graduate student at Iowa State University is doing a research project as 
part of her degree program which is seeking to find out what kinds of relationships exist 
between receiving formal or on-the-job training from an employer and the attainment of a 
promotion, pay increase, or other personnel action. 
Company A is one of several companies who agreed to help Mary with her project and you 
are one of two hundred employees selected randomly to participate. The questionnaire is 
short and should take fifteen minutes or less to complete. We in Company A Education and 
Training are interested in the results of this survey, so please take a few minutes to fill out the 
questionnaire and return via inter-office mail to Education and Training. Maildrop. 
Thank you. 
Director 
Education and Training 
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To: Selected Panicipants in Research Study 
F ro m: Director's Name 
Director of Education & Development 
Subject: Questionnaire about Training at Company C 
Mar>' Hultman, a graduate student at Iowa State University, is conducting research 
investigating what relationship, if any. exists between the training provided by Company C 
and pay. promotion and other personnel actions. 
You are one of 300 employees who have been randomly selected to participate in this study. 
We are interested in the results of this survey, so would you please take a few minutes to fill 
it out? Then, please return it via inter-office mail to Education &. Development. 
Thank you. 
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Written Responses 
The following lists survey participants" written responses by question number. In some 
cases, the number of responses differs from the number of respondents who checked "other" 
or indicated agreement with a previous question. Not all respondents who checked "other"" 
or indicated agreement with a previous question provided an answer, and a few individuals 
provided written responses, even when doing so conflicted with the previous answer. 
Question 1. Other Training: 
• Basic Career School, a 6-week formal classroom on insurance (1003) 
• CPCU. ARM and AU (1020) (11030) 
• Misc. subjects that affect my job, i.e.,assessment, breastfeeding, pain management during 
labor, etc. (2006) 
• Weekly journal club and research presentations. 104 hours. Also yearly requirement, 
videos and instruction for biosafety, 4 hrs. (2017) 
• •A.djunct instructor for University. College of Pharmacy, 2 hrs. (2024) 
• Classes that contribute to my obtaining a certification (3004) 
Question 8. Other: 
• Out of town (1006) 
• Training comes in bunches. Tough to go to all (1017) 
• Vacation (1020) 
• Never been offered formal training at current position (1055) 
• There are plenty of optional training opportunities. Can't attend them all (1076) 
• Had similar training at a different job (1105) 
• No childcare (2020) 
• CPR training; 1 am unable due to physical disability (2061) 
Question 9, Other: 
• Nothing. Seasonable causes (1006) 
• If the training was that important to the company. 1 would go. If 1 was unable to go, 
another from our department would. 1 don't feel Company A would reduce an 
employee's raise in this situation. 
• Nothing. 1 have been active in pursuing additional training. 
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• Missed out on knowledge that would have helped my job performance (1024) (1068) 
(1083) 
• I failed to gain valuable knowledge about a subject (1038) 
• Skills offered by attendance were lost that could have increased my knowledge (1056) 
• Obviously. 1 was short on a skill 1 could have developed more thoroughly—no major 
ramifications 
• Participating in training is an indicator of desiring self-improvement; however, use of 
good judgement in managing one's job responsibilities is a higher priority and may or 
may not be recognized. 1 feel my manager appreciated my decisions not to participate on 
those occasions (1069) 
• No training has been offered (1104) 
• May not have had the latest up-to-date information (state of the art) (2004) 
• Lost opportunity to learn more information (3005) 
• Did not have the personal satisfaction of being more knowledgeable (2034) 
• No direct impact; less proficient service to patients perhaps (2061) 
• I did not receive helpful information (2067) 
• I missed an opportunity for continuing education that may have improved my knowledge 
and job performance (2068) 
• I am kept in the same position because it is perceived that this is all 1 aspire to be for now 
and forever—which is not the case!! (2071) 
• Don't have time, no information on it (2073) 
• I was able to attend other courses at different time (2078) 
Question 10: Other Training: 
• Lotus Notes. Fa.K Press (1004) 
• Lotus Notes and e-mail system (1010) 
• Attitude and Positive Behavior Seminar and Effective Business Letter Writing (1021) 
• Lotus Notes (1025) 
• Nationwide procedures for employer (1068) 
• Weekly journal club and research presentation. 52 hrs. Yearly update for biosafety. 4 hrs. 
(2017) 
Question 12: 
• Promoted to case manager and was then reduced to util. Station specialist when CM job 
deleted—was required to take pay cut. (2030) 
Question 17. Other: 
• Out of town (1006) (2048) 
• Vacation (1020) 
• None offered (1104) (1055) 
• No childcare (2020) 
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Question 18. Other: 
• Nothing. I pursued training on my own. 
• Missed out on knowledge that would have helped my job performance 
• Failed to gain valuable knowledge about a subject (1038) 
• May limit possible future promotion (1063) 
• While I know training is valued in this company, I feel my manager recognizes that it is 
difficult for me to be away from my work area to participate in scheduled training. 
• Missed latest updates in profession (2004) 
• Was not perceived as technically savvy or as part of the management team. (3002) 
• Did not have the personal satisfaction of being more knowledgeable (2034) 
• I am kept in the same position because it is perceived that this is all I aspire to be for now 
and forever—which is not the case!! (2071) 
Question 19. Other: 
• Sitting with people (1034) 
• Internet Technical Training Online Courses (1049) 
Question 20. other benefit: 
• Keep my certification updated as required (1011) (2006) 
• Maintain professional designations (1015) and (1017) 
• Continue to grow in my Ccireer (1016) (1023) 
• Brought me up to date on new company procedures (1038) 
• Computer program training made job easier (1065) 
• Explained processing of claims better and more detailed (1074) 
• Supervisor^' issues related to company policy (1083) 
• 1 was able to instruct coworkers to operate and troubleshoot a new instrument (2005) 
• Hopefully. 1 will receive a promotion to Research Associate I when 1 receive my BS 
degree (2017) 
• Acquired nursing CEUs, personal improvement (2046) 
• Networking with peers (2050) 
Question 21. Other training: 
• Traveling with experienced peers and supervisor 
• Enterprise training on ARMS (1109) 
• New med administration (2020) 
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Question 26. Other: 
• There were no offerings—or need for training (1069) 
• Not offered (1104) 
• Not offered (2031) 
Question 27. Other: 
• Not as good and efficient as I could be (1119) 
• Have not been kept up-to-date about changes (2004) 
• Not offered (2031) 
• Didn't leam some skills I would have liked to have learned (2076) 
Question 28: 
• 1 had informal training from about 5 different people, which wasn't fair to me. I wasn't 
understanding, they all taught me different ways now I'm quitting because all my work 
goes out wrong. Go figure. (1045) 
• I got to continue working and developing my professional abilities. Our company does 
not use training as a means to advancement. Training is considered a part of the job. Not 
a carrot, nor a stick. (3008) 
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Occupational Classifications Coding Scheme 
l=Clerical and Administrative Support 
• Administrative assistant 
• Claims processors 
• Claims representatives 
• Clerks 
• Secretaries 
2=Managerial and Administrative Occupations 
• Analysts 
• Assessors 
• Underwriter 
• Actuarial assistant 
3=ProressionaI 
• Human Resources 
• Training 
• Public Relations 
• Communications 
4=Computer Specialists 
• Analysts 
• Programmers 
• Technicians 
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5=Service 
• Building maintenance 
6=Sales 
7=Top Management 
• Vice President 
• Director 
8=Physicians 
• Includes Residents 
9=Health Care Maintenance/Treating 
• Registered Nurses. Licensed Practical Nurses 
• Pharmacists, pharmacy technicians 
• Dieticians 
10=0ther Health Professions 
• Laboratory Technicians 
• Medical Records Technicians 
• Surgical Technicians 
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Kind of Work in Current Job 
I =Respond to customer inquiries 
2=Determine customer acceptability for product 
3=Work as directed by supervisor 
4=Investigate claims 
5=Administrative support 
6=Consult 
7=Recover money 
8=Provide training 
9=Super\'ise/Manage Staff 
10=Sell/Raise Money 
II ^ Computer analysis/programming 
12=Support technical applications 
13=Handle complex technical questions 
14=Develop products 
15=Maintain. repair physical plant 
16=Quality assurance 
17=Recruit and hire employees, handle HR functions 
18=Market 
19=Coordinate space 
20=Accounting 
21=Public relations/communications coordination 
1 1 
22=AnaIyze statistical data 
23=Patient care 
24=Perform lab work, research 
25=Provide non-direct patient care, such as transportation 
26=Fill/dispense prescriptions 
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